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Abstract
The Virginia Tiered Systems of Support (VTSS) represents the merger of the behavioral
side Positive Behavioral Supports (PBIS) and the academic side Response to
Interventions (RtI) (Mann & Leutscher, 2014). VTSS is the Commonwealth of Virginia’s
adaptation of the federally required systemic response program schools are expected to
adopt to address the behavioral and academic needs of students (Landers, Courtade, &
Ryndak, 2012; Prasse et al., 2012). The development of specific implementation
guidelines has been assigned to local levels of leadership. Thus, VTSS programming
differences are common between both districts and schools. The purpose of this study is
to assess the implementation levels of the behavioral components of three middle schools
within the same school district. Three middle schools were selected for this study. The
schools operate in the same school district and are separated by approximately ten miles.
The study revealed that the schools varied greatly in their interpretation and facilitation of
VTSS despite having access to similar resources and external supports. The degrees of
behavioral programming implementation and the types of behavioral interventions varied
by school location, and these diffrencesdifferences are related a variety of different
variables: from each school-based VTSS teams’ diverse interpretation of VTSS
objectives to insufficient faculty buy-in of VTSS-recommended interventions.
Additionally, the study revealed that the schools desire to correct the implementation
issues and seek to have more central office-driven standardization in programming
among their locations.
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A PROGRAM EVALUATION OF THE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTION
COMPONENT OF THE VIRGINIA TIERED SYSTEMS OF SUPPORT
IN THREE MIDDLE SCHOOLS

Chapter 1
Study Overview
Exclusionary practices have a long-standing history in American students’ range
of educational experiences: reasons including racial identity, gender, and exceptional
needs have been used to justify lesser quality programs or the absences of programs
entirely for certain student populations. Though American public schools have been in
the business of shaping minds since 1653, school programs have tended to favor working
with students with more homogenized backgrounds. In a historical sense, exclusionary
practices refer to the marginalized student groups who have had limited access to the
opportunities afforded to the majority population, as evidenced through issues like school
zoning, program access, and disciplinary practices.
To combat exclusionary practices, marginalized American citizens have turned to
the court system and their legislators for support. Federally mandated special education
law and its related programming guidelines are relatively new when considered in the
context of our country’s educational timeline. For example, the Equal Protection Clause
of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution provides students with
exceptional needs the strong legal arm required to push open the proverbial schoolhouse
door.
American students with exceptional needs are protected by federal legislation, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004), and civil rights legislation, Section
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504 (Department of Health and Human Services, Office for Civil Rights, 2006), both of
which help ensure students with exceptional and medical needs are able to access
instruction in a variety of placements and delivery options, whether they are suspended
from school or not. Students without the protection of due process, as afforded through
federal law or civil rights, must successfully navigate the waters of student disciplinary
codes to ensure they do not lose the right to attend school.
If U.S. public schools are racing to the top and not leaving any children behind,
what keeps suspended or expelled students on the path to progress? What measures are in
place to ensure behavior is taught in the same manner as reading comprehension or
calculation skills? Assuming all students arrive to school wired with the knowledge of
behavioral expectations and possess the ability to consistently demonstrate the desired
skills is as far-reaching as the notion that all students will not be left behind.
Are school suspension and expulsion rates problematic in the Virginia’s public
schools? In a May 2016 report prepared by JustChildren, a Virginia children’s legal
service aligned with the Legal Aid Justice Center, several troubling trends emerged from
the student removal data. During the 2014-2015 school year, of the 123,107 suspensions
issued across Virginia, one-fifth of all suspensions were for students in grades prekindergarten through fifth (Legal Aid Justice Center, 2016). The majority of disciplinary
removals were minor, non-violent offenses, and there were close to 56,000 suspensions
directly related to disruption, defiance, and disrespect during that timeframe (Legal Aid
Justice Center, 2016).
Disruption, defiance, and disrespect are not included in the Code of Virginia’s
sections related to suspensions and expulsions for pupils, unlike the behaviors related to
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weapons and drug offenses. Legislation focuses on the more severe offenses, though
statistically fewer students are punished for those more severe actions. According to the
National Center on Safe Supported Learning Centers (2016). Virginia does not have any
regulations or laws requiring its school districts to provide multi-tiered disciplinary
approaches. Since state-level legislation does not mandate the need to tier approaches to
discipline, district-level practices must serve as the driving force behind improving
student behavioral outcomes.
Implementation of Multi-tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) affords district
leadership, school administrators, and teachers the necessary structure to provide
behavioral and academic support, education, and intervention as both preventative and
prescriptive measures. As defined by the Office of Special Education Programs Technical
Assistance Center (2017), MTSS is “the process of systematically documenting the
performance of students as evidence of the need for additional services after making
changes in classroom instruction.” Based on documented and assessed levels of need,
students are placed into one of three tiers of intervention supports. When students require
more individualized and intensified supports, they move up through the range of tiered
interventions until their specific needs are met by the available interventions.
MTSS is proving its merit by outlasting initiative fatigue, the educator malaise
often associated with the buzzwords and fancy binders that accompany new
interventions, because MTSS is more comprehensive than its predecessors (McIntosh &
Goodwin, 2016). MTSS reaches the most vulnerable, academically unresponsive children
by providing innovative identification methods and interventions (Sandomierski, Kincaid
& Algozzine, 2007; Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).
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Background
The reauthorization of IDEA (2004) ushered in the era of general educators
working collaboratively to provide universal supports and interventions alongside their
special education peers (Hunter et al., 2015). Two years later, IDEA furthered the
mandate by requiring universal academic and behavioral supports be introduced for all
students, not only those students with identified exceptionalities (Landers, Courtade, &
Ryndak, 2012; Prasse et al., 2012). States had the flexibility to determine the means for
meeting these new service requirements.
In 2007, the Virginia Department of Education began a 5-year pilot study aimed
at incorporating Response to Intervention (RtI) in select school locations. RtI is the
approach of providing student-specific interventions through aligned, direct-instruction,
ongoing progress monitoring, and the setting of data-determined achievement goals
(Sandomierski et al., 2007). Initially, the pilot program of 15 schools focused on capacity
building related to content instruction and student mastery; the goals were academic. In
2012, as RtI gained traction within the pilot program, elements of Positive Behavior
Intervention Supports (PBIS) were introduced. Efforts of educators and their aligned
intervention teams now needed to address both academic and behavioral hurdles to
student success, and Virginia merged both concepts under the single heading of Virginia
Tiered Systems of Support (VTSS; Mann & Leutscher, 2014). VTSS is the Virginiaspecific version of MTSS; the components of both programs are similar, with
intervention domains covering both academic and behavioral needs. For the purpose of
this study, VTSS will be the designated name of the program under evaluation.
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VTSS follows RtI and PBIS in its approach to service delivery and support,
through which interventions are housed in tiered categories that increase in intensity as
the number of tier occupants decrease (Abrams et al., 2007). Specifically, 10-15% of a
given school’s student population typically requires more direct, intensified interventions
than those universally provided, and those students occupy the second and third tiers of
the intervention pyramid (Ennis & Swoszowski, 2010; Sugai & Horner, 2006).
In terms of format and design, the three intervention models have adopted the
public health model where universal supports are available to all participants, but only a
small percentage of the student population requires the top tier of the most individualized
and intensive interventions. Figure 1 demonstrates the divided tiers for academic and
behavioral instruction under VTSS. Additionally, the average participation percentages
for typical school populations are listed beside their designated tiers.
Most students occupy Tier 1 and only require universally designed instruction and
support to be academically and behaviorally successful in the general education setting.
Transversely, students with the most intense academic and behavioral needs occupy Tier
3 and require direct, individualized interventions and services to demonstrate success.
Tier 1 supports and programs are designed to be universal and available to all students.
Tier 2 supports are intended for a smaller portion of school’s student population; students
in Tier 2 receive more intensified, but shared, remediation. Tier 3 students required
individually tailored interventions that are specific to their unique needs.
The original VTSS cohort included 15 elementary and middle schools that
focused on improving the RtI process as a pre-referral special education intervention.
Academic progress, as measured by reading, mathematics, and science Standards of
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Learning (SOL) test scores, were the primary measures of progress. The inclusion and
tracking of behavioral goals, per the objectives of PBIS, are relatively new additions to
the VTSS process (Mann & Leutscher, 2014).
Initial phases of VTSS implementation required school administrators to establish
committees, and these committees were then tasked with the following objectives: (a)
develop goals and objectives for their VTSS program; (b) educate their colleagues on
their mission; and (c) promote staff endorsement of VTSS. In addition to cultivating
VTSS support within the faculty, additional external stakeholders were to be conscripted
into the program. Establishment of facilitator support was to be followed by the
development of behavioral reinforcement programs and the instructional means used to
teach the designated behavioral objectives to the students.
In an early guidance document for school-based intervention teams, Effective
School-wide Discipline in Virginia: A Statewide Initiative that Provides Positive
Behavioral and Academic Supports to all Students (Abrams et al., 2007), the authors note
that school-based behavioral intervention programs are site-dependent because specific
needs and levels of interventions will vary by location. VTSS, by design, is not
standardized; rather, the program accommodates flexible implementation and room for
personalization. However, when a program lacks standardized implementation, the
chances of inadequate interpretation and flawed execution are distinct possibilities. For
the purpose of this program evaluation, three middle schools representing the same
school district were assessed using multiple measures as means of determining whether
implementation of VTSS has occurred in these settings.
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Program Description
The selected school district for this study is located in the Tidewater region of
Virginia. Within the selected district, three middle schools are currently in varying stages
of initial implementation of VTSS. The schools all have functioning VTSS committees,
with varied levels of staff expertise and engagement, and the teams have received various
instructional and programming supports from district-level advisors to consulting
colleges.
Despite their common beginnings, each of the three VTSS programs has striking
differences. For example, the school teams differ in the use of supplementary
instructional material for behavioral expectations; the sites are using different curricula to
achieve shared objectives. Behavioral reinforcement programs are also unique: one
school utilizes a token-style economy to reward desired behaviors, while the other two
schools do not utilize this approach. Further differences among the programs will be
illustrated through the program evaluation rubric.
Coaches facilitate VTSS committees and their meetings. The coaches are often
teacher leaders or school counselors. School administrators are expected to maintain
minimally supporting roles on the VTSS teams. Coaches work to support VTSS
facilitation and monitor progress throughout the year. The efforts of the coaches and their
teams are focused on improving their students’ abilities to appropriately behave and
function in a variety of instructional and unstructured settings.
Context. The focus district is currently part of a grant-funded VTSS pilot
implementation program monitored through a state university. Two of the three focus
schools were selected for this study to participate in the pilot program. The pilot schools’
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VTSS teams provide annual progress reports using the Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI),
version 2.1 (Algozzine et al., 2014). The TFI measures the teams’ self-perceptions as
they relate to implementing the behavioral and academic portions of VTSS.
The three focus schools are provided external coaching and training from two
additional state universities. Personnel from state universities, as well as leaders in the
participating district, reviewed the instruments developed for this project. Specific
feedback garnered during the review process is included in the methodology section.
VTSS falls under the umbrella of the RtI movement that dates back several
decades to a group of scholars seeking influence with schools in adopting research-based
instructional strategies (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2017). Early models of
RtI included elements of curriculum-aligned assessments and direct behavioral
instruction. RtI entered federal legislation through the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (2004) as a means of clarifying and better defining the identification
process of students suspected of having specific learning disabilities (Wendl, 2005).
Elements associated with the preliminary RtI and PBIS programs remain evident
in contemporary VTSS efforts, including but not limited to student goal setting,
measuring and monitoring student progress, and providing targeted direct instruction to
address identified skill deficits. Instructional and intervention levels, both in PBIS and
RtI models, are represented as triangles; the larger base of the triangles represents the
lower need of support while the peak of the triangle represents the highest level of need.
Instructional interventions increase in intensity as students are placed into tiered
positions, and the correlation to the tier indicates the level of support required for the
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learner to demonstrate success in the general curriculum (Virginia Department of
Education [VDOE], 2016).
Description of the program. As evidenced in the logic model (Figure 1), direct
instruction on desired behaviors can occur within several stages of program
implementation. Direct instruction can be utilized on the faculty-level when developing
VTSS school-based leadership teams; coaches can instruct teams on their roles as climate
and cultural change agents. Direct instruction is also the tool the teams will use to see
positive changes between the initial outcome of program adoption to the secondary
outcomes of reduction of infractions and increased time spent on instruction.
Successful VTSS implementation partially hinges on a faculty’s willingness to
change their behavior, not simply hold the belief that VTSS is effective. Sustained
change to an organization’s climate is demonstrated through behavior and not through
collective acceptance of ideals (Hoy, Miskel, & Tarter, 2013). In addition to behavioral
changes, schools also must have access to adequate resources and administrative support
(Bradshaw, Koth, Bevans, Ialongo, & Leaf, 2008; Hoy et al., 2013). Activities and
outputs, like those identified in the VTSS logic model in Figure 1, are the change agents
required for successful implementation.
Logic models are tools used by organizational planners and evaluators to
construct and review the effectiveness of programs throughout their development,
implementation, and conclusion (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Multifunctional in nature,
logic models function as blueprints for evaluations. These tools allow organizations to
visually present the intended relationships that exist between a program’s resources,
tasks, objectives, and goals, and are designed in linear fashion to capture the flow of a
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program from inputs to outputs (W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). Logic models
reference social systems thinking, though logic models lack the inherent feedback loops
incorporated into systems thinking designs (Hoy et al., 2013). Feedback generated from a
logic model comes from evaluation questions, and those evaluation results then serve to
give input on the model’s design and accuracy.
For the purpose of this study, the author has adapted the Center for Improved
Project Performance Logic Model, as used by the U. S. Department of Education, OSEP
to represent the VTSS program (Figure 1). The OSEP model is an adaptation of the
Program Action-Logic Model (University of Wisconsin-Extension, 2018); the model
incorporates outputs and outcomes to provide users with the specific information needed
to complete program implementation. The OSEP model designates outcomes as impacts
related to specific actions and improvements in program conditions (Lammer,
Heinemeier, Howell, Germuth, & Fiore, 2016). The VTSS logic model includes a portion
describing the situation of the program, the background and setting information related to
the program prior to implementation. Additionally, the VTSS logic model is underscored
by associated program assumptions and external factors, both of which serve to shape the
progress and direction of the program’s implementation.
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Figure 1. Researcher’s VTSS logic model. The model includes components created by
the University of Wisconsin-Extension (2018) for program evaluation purposes.
The theoretical framework for this study’s logic model is the Transformational
Learning Theory (Mezirow, 2000; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). Within this framework,
direct instruction and modeling are used to promote positive changes in attitudes, beliefs,
and skills (Fazio-Griffith & Ballard, 2016). According to researchers Fazio-Griffith and
Ballard (2016), the core components of Transformational Learning Theory include the
promotion of shared visions, the use of experiential learning, and personalizing attention
and instruction. The aforementioned elements of Transformational Learning Theory have
been incorporated into the study’s logic model (Figure 1) as evidenced by the model’s
incorporation of inputs, activities, and outputs as they relate to the development of
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systems that support both universal school progress and provide individualized learning
opportunities for students demonstrating the need.
For training purposes, the Virginia Department of Education and its Virginia
Tiered Systems of Support team have also developed two logic models for VTSS. The
two-part image represents the different tasks required of district-level leadership in
facilitating the systems development and implementation of VTSS (Research and
Implementation Center, 2017). With a focus on data collection and resource mapping, the
school teams should incorporate systems to ensure effective programming outcomes. The
second VTSS model illustrates the interplay between VTSS program monitoring and
professional development and their impact on student outcomes. The efforts put forth by
the school team, from student data collection to assessing implementation progress,
ultimately influence the program’s overall outcomes. No component of VTSS can
function in isolation.
Perhaps the most profound drawback to traditional logic modeling is its assemblyline design. Ford assembly line thinking is encouraged by its layout, though forward
action is often “messy” and “non-linear” (Fullan, 2001). Regardless of the model’s
inability to incorporate spontaneity, logic modeling is practical for planning and assessing
concrete tasks and goals. When abstract concepts, like the social and behavioral elements
associated with VTSS are encountered, a more suitable model may look less like a
conveyer belt and more like a layer cake with systems stacked on top of other systems, as
evidenced by Figure 4 and Figure 5.
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Overview of the Evaluation Approach
In alignment with the Program Evaluation Standards (Yarbrough, Shulha,
Hopson, & Caruthers, 2011), the VTSS logic model developed for this study (Figure 1) is
designed to consider feasibility, utility, propriety, and accuracy standards. The elements
of review are framed by VTSS’s ultimate goal of promoting student behavioral and
academic success; all culminating activities and accrued resources should be obtained for
that specific purpose. The implementation timeline is an external deadline imposed by the
district’s central administration. Initial evaluation is incorporated by the author to
specifically review the program’s inputs, as an adaptation of Holcomb’s (2009) notion
that knowing the starting point of a process is of equal importance as establishing desired
outcomes. One program output and four program outcomes on the VTSS logic model
have been selected for the areas of evaluation for this project. Outcomes, akin to
Holcomb’s indicators of impact (2009), are the desired results that should flow from
appropriately chosen inputs and aligned outputs, which represent the products developed
by the team in pursuit of the desired outcomes.
Purpose of the evaluation model. For the purpose of this program evaluation,
the researcher created a scoring rubric based on the evaluation table provided in
Appendix A. The rubric was used to assess program implementation levels at each of the
three focus schools. Degrees of effectiveness were assigned for each of the reporting
categories aligned to the program evaluation standards of utility, feasibility, propriety,
and accuracy. The aim of this research was to develop a simplistic tool for district-level,
state-level, and outside agencies to use when assessing VTSS implementation on the
school-level. Schools that incorporate PBIS strategies have a variety of self-reflective
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assessments to choose from when conducting evaluations, but there are no current tools
developed specifically for VTSS evaluation. Given the complex nature of VTSS, this
study focused only on the implementation of behavioral tiers within the program.
Focus of the evaluation. This program evaluation employed multiple measures,
including an evaluative rubric developed by the researcher, to help capture the degree of
VTSS implementation on a district-level. The data collection of the evaluation
incorporated different assessment elements, including interview responses, team member
perspectives, and artifacts.
Evaluation questions. The evaluation questions listed below are aligned with the
VTSS logic model (Figure 1) and the efforts of OSEP and the Center for Improved
Project Performance. For the purpose of this study, the evaluation questions were posed
on strictly a school-team level.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Evaluation standards. The researcher, as a professional participant on one of the
VTSS focus teams, followed the Program Evaluations (Yarbrough et al., 2011) standards
to support objectivity during both the development of the research questions and the
collection of data.
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Utility standards. In terms of Utility Standards, the researcher focused on the
following Program Evaluation Standards: maintaining evaluator credibility (Standard
U1), designing a research project seeks to provide information to the stakeholders to
address emergent needs in implementation (Standard U5), and collecting data that is
relevant to the participants (Standard U6).
Feasibility standards. To address Feasibility Standards, the researcher conducted
practical research practices at no cost to participants (Standard F2) and used resources
effectively without encumbering participants (Standard F4). The assessment instruments
and data analyses created no financial obligation to the participating school teams. The
researcher purchased the license for the qualitative data program, NVivo, privately.
Propriety standards. Participants’ rights and identities were protected (Standard
P3), and the researcher avoided potential conflicts of interests (Standard P5) through the
Propriety Standards. Potential conflicts of interest included the researcher’s prior
familiarity with the school-based VTSS programs. Participating schools’ names were
changed to protect the participants’ identities. Additionally, the transcripts from the
interviews are privately stored within the researcher’s personal database. The database is
password protected.
Accuracy standards. The evaluation documented the intended program within its
context (Standard A4), and the researcher, per the Accuracy Standards, used a systematic
approach to data collection and storage (Standard A5). The evaluation instrument used
has undergone multiple reviews for accuracy and was administered using the prescribed
method. The interview sessions were standardized to the degree that both interview
format and recording methods were the same for all sessions. Digital recordings of the
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interviews were stored on a password-protected device, and the coded interview
transcripts were kept in the researcher’s private NVivo account.
Evaluation accountability standards. In addition to documenting the purpose and
design of the proposed study, the Evaluation Accountability Standards and researcherdeveloped instruments were given to the participating school district for unrestricted use
for future evaluations (Standard E2). The researcher agreed to share instruments
developed for this study with the cooperating school district for future assessment
purposes.
Impact on Educational Leadership
When programs are working at optimal capacity, their designs should be invisible
to the participants. Designers’ ultimate aim is to have their program become entirely
assimilated into the culture, working quietly in the backdrop as merely scaffolding (Mau,
2004). Educational leaders, recognizing the value of early adoption, should begin the
VTSS program with the evaluation in mind and the logic model in hand, as the end
represents the creation of sustained positive academic and behavioral supports for
students. While the leaders may reference the model beyond the 3-year implementation
phase, the faculty and students should have VTSS strategies framing their everyday
behaviors and decisions without second thought. VTSS, akin to its tiered intervention
predecessors, represents a shift in the approach of providing services and supports in
schools. Ideally, implementation should not start until the logic model has been created.
Change to this degree requires thoughtful planning, shared values, and patience. Local
education agencies would be well served to investigate schools working to implement
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VTSS, and the rubric associated with this study aimed to serve as the framework for that
process.
Definition of Terms
Exceptional needs refers to “the patterns and strengths and needs common to a group of
students” (Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, 2018).
Expulsion “means any disciplinary action imposed by a school board or a committee
thereof, as provided in school board policy, whereby a student is not permitted to attend
school within the school district and is ineligible for readmission for 365 calendar days
after the date of the expulsion” (National Center on Safe Supportive Learning
Environments, 2016, p. 14).
Long-term suspension “means any disciplinary action whereby a student is not
permitted to attend school for more than ten school days but less than 365 calendar days”
(National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments, 2016, p. 14).
Multi-tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) is a process through which research-based
interventions, instructional methods, and other supports are provided in a tiered level of
intensity to students identified as having academic, behavioral, and/or emotional needs.
“Each approach delimits critical factors and components to be placed at the universal
(Tier 1), targeted group (Tier 2), and individual (Tier 3) levels.” (OSEP, 2017a).
Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS) “is a framework or approach for
assisting school personnel in adopting and organizing evidence-based behavioral
interventions into an integrated continuum that enhances academic and social behavior
outcomes for all students” (OSEP Center on Effective Schoolwide Interventions, 2010,
p. 1).
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Response to Intervention (RTI) incorporates a multi-tiered, systematic response by
providing students identified as having learning or behavioral needs in both special
education and general education settings (National Center for Learning Disabilities,
2017).
Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Intervention Supports (SWPBIS, SW-PBIS) denotes
when a PBIS program has been applied to a student population within a given school
setting (OSEP Technical Assistance, 2017a).
Short-term suspension “means any disciplinary action whereby a student is not
permitted to attend school for a period not to exceed 10 school days” (National Center on
Safe Supportive Learning Environments, 2016, p. 14).
Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports (VTSS) “integrates academics, behavior and
mental health into a single decision-making framework for establishing the supports
needed for a school to be an effective learning environment for all students. The VTSS
systemic approach allows districts, schools and communities to provide multiple levels of
support to students in a more effective and efficient, clearly defined process” (Research
and Implementation Center, 2017, p. 1).
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
The process of evaluating the behavioral portion of the Virginia Tiered Systems
of Supports (VTSS) program is as complex as charting its development. Research on
VTSS is virtually non-existent, and research related to its more recognized sibling, MultiTiered Systems of Support (MTSS) is limited due to its relatively short span of
implementation. To better understand the function and format of VTSS, the researcher
will delve into the forerunner programs that helped shape VTSS. The following review of
literature will trace the path of VTSS development from its conception from Response to
Intervention (RtI) and Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports to its formalization
under the MTSS framework. This study reviews the literature associated with previous
PBIS evaluations and studies as they relate to and differ from the methodology proposed
in this project; one of the proposed measures in this study includes an instrument
designed for PBIS teams.
Defining Virginia Tiered Systems of Supports
According to the VDOE website (2017), VTSS uses data to provide a decisionmaking framework to supports students and in their development of a variety schoolbased skills and behaviors. The VTSS Research and Implementation Center (2017) states
that VTSS provides systematic change on all levels, ranging from the classroom to the
entire district, by providing structured and researched-based strategies to support students
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with academic or behavioral deficits. Additionally, the VTSS Research and
Implementation Center (2017) describes the vision of VTSS to “build capacity for a
sustained tiered system of academic, behavioral, social and emotional supports that are
responsive to the needs of all students” (p. 1). According to the VDOE (2017), for a
VTSS frame to be effective, the following five components must be present: date
informed decision-making, evidence-based practices, family, and school and community
partners; monitoring student progress, and evaluation.
Unpacking Tiered Support Systems
Students who demonstrate emotional and behavioral deficits often have related
academic needs, and they are prime candidates to receive supports and services under a
multi-tiered intervention system (Benner, Kulash, Nelson, & Fisher, 2013). Furthermore,
students must be assessed to determine the need for interventions, as services range from
universal to individual. Data collection is a critical component of VTSS and MTSS due to
the information it provides teams in the placement of students along the tiered continuum.
According to Miller, Patwa, and Chafouleas (2014), “Multi-tiered systems can be either
enhanced or limited by the quality of data collected as part of the process” (p. 76). Teams
serve students only as well as their data permit. In addition to having proficient data
collection methods, the teams must also have administrative support within and outside
of the school setting. “In general, facilitative administrators provide support in the form
of proactive, enthusiastic, and dynamic attention to the barriers and organizational
climate related to effective implementation of MTSS by school staff,” (Eagle, DowdEagle, Snyder, & Holtzmann, 2015, p. 165). Administrators also serve to assist their
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teams and students in the data collection process; data informs the administrators of any
needed training, as it may arise throughout implementation (Utley & Obiakor, 2015).
Promoting Equity through the Tiered Process
MTSS, and subsequently VTSS, are familiar programs to educators who have
worked with RtI and PBIS programs. The programs share similar frameworks. “The
MTTS framework consists of principles of response to intervention (RtI) and positive
behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) and integrates a continuum of system-wide
resources, strategies, structures, and evidence-based practices for addressing barriers to
student learning and discipline” (Utley & Obiakor, 2015, p. 1). By merging the academic
and behavioral domains through multi-tiered interventions, schools are better able to
deliver more equitable access to supports. Lane, Menzies, Ennis, and Bezdek (2013)
found that school districts are able to provide intervention equity through the multi-tiered
approach:
Many school districts are shifting away from reactive, wait-to-fail models and
toward collaborative, coordinated systems of support offering (a) efforts at the
Tier 1 level to prevent learning and behavior problems from occurring and (b)
research-based Tier 2 and Tier 3 supports in an efficient manner to provide
students in need with equal access to these supplemental strategies and practices.
These additional supports are intended to supplement—not replace—primary
prevention efforts according to students’ individual needs. (p. 9)
The power of a multi-tiered approach, in terms of reducing exclusionary practices by
providing universal access to services, is rooted in the program’s design and data
collection process. Students are assessed for academic and behavioral needs through a
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variety of data sources; all students are placed in one of the three possible tiers for
academic and behavioral support. Additionally, all students can move between the tiers
based on the progress and response to the provided services and interventions.
Defining Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports
As structured as the physical landscape of a classroom might be, the intersection
between instruction and skill acquisition follows a unique and individualized path.
Researchers Banks and Obiakor (2015) state, “Classrooms are not culturally neutral
terrains, but rather are constructed around sets of norms, values, and expected behaviors
that are culturally bound” (p. 81). In addition to navigating patchy cultural landscapes,
schools are also tasked with developing social structures with aligned behavioral
expectations that encompass all of their learners. The use of a continuum for studentbased expectations has proven to be a sound method in promoting academic and
behavioral gains (Barrett, Bradshaw, & Lewis-Palmer, 2008; OSEP, 2000). An effective
PBIS model has the potential to provide schools the necessary continuum of interventions
to be effective in tackling behavioral problems and improving the overall learning climate
in schools (Benner, Beaudoin, Chen, Davis, & Ralston, 2010).
The Implementation Blueprint and Self-Assessment (2010) guide, developed by
the U.S. Department of Education and OSEP, operationally defines PBIS as, “a
framework or approach comprised of intervention practices and organizational systems
for establishing the social culture, learning and teaching environment, and individual
behavior supports needed to achieve academic and social success for all students,”
(p. 13). Furthermore, the guide stipulates that the aforementioned elements are designed
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to promote overall behavioral and academic development as a means to improve
students’ quality of life.
PBIS is like a fingerprint; its function is similar across settings, but its appearance
is different in every instance. By design, PBIS is not a curriculum; rather, it functions as a
framework that outlines implementation goals (Sugai, Horner, & Lewis, 2009; SwainBradway, Loman, & Vincent, 2014).
The tiered design of PBIS is intended to encompass all learners, not a select,
isolated few. According to Simonsen, Sugai, and Negron (2008), “School-wide positive
behavior supports (S-WPBS) is a proactive, systems-level approach that enables schools
to effectively and efficiently support student (and staff) behavior,” (p. 33). Students are
supported where they are currently functioning and PBIS can serve as the bridge that will
yield desired behavioral outcomes.
The road from RtI to PBIS. Dulaney, Hallam, and Wall (2013) found,
“Superintendents are charged with two equally important mandates: ensuring that all
students learn at high levels and keeping their employees satisfied and improving
professionally,” (p. 31). Student success and school climate are part of the leadership
recipe that PBIS teams, principals, and superintendents must follow.
Mandates helped RtI evolve into MTSS and PBIS, programs that address
behavioral needs not previously met (Eagle et al., 2015). PBIS and RtI are more similar
than dissimilar and viewing them as competing programs is unnecessary as both
programs use direct, differentiated instruction to meet tiered levels of student needs.
RtI began more than 40 years ago as a loosely aligned, research-based response to
the publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education,
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1983); the interventions target the educational gaps outlined in the report (Wendl, 2005).
PBIS, a newer intervention, builds on the direct instructional approaches of RtI to use
interactive direct instruction as a means of both preventing undesired behaviors and
promoting desired behaviors through tiered levels akin to RtI (Sandomierski et al., 2007).
PBIS received its first federal funding in 1998, and in 2013 began a new 5-year funding
cycle.
The Framework of Positive Behavioral Intervention Supports
To better understand the framework of PBIS, the function of the program must
first be explained. PBIS addresses the need for positive and proactive behavioral supports
in the school setting, and in some settings it has served as the behavioral component of
VTSS’s efforts. As academic interventions are individualized and provided in tiered
systems, like small group reading instruction or study skills groups, under VTSS, PBIS
follows a similar approach. According to Gelbar, Jaffery, Stein, and Cymbala (2015),
“PBIS is not a ‘packaged’ intervention, but a framework through which schools create
systemic changes for promoting expected behaviors, while also monitoring and
intervening with students who have behavior concerns through a tiered model of service
delivery,” (p. 287). PBIS is not “one-size-fits-all” though it is an attempt to serve all.
Bradshaw (2013) states, “PBIS is a non-curricular model, which means it is flexible to fit
school culture and context; it can be implemented in any school-level, type, or setting”
(p. 289). While the model is “non-curricular,” the use of researched-based curriculum to
teach behavioral skills is best practice. However, the current model of VTSS prescribes
the use of curriculum to directly teach behavioral and social skills while allowing for
district level selection of content and material.
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PBIS is site-dependent; programming is molded to fit the needs of the
community. Bruhn, Gorsh, Hannan, and Hirsch (2014) describe the PBIS format as the
following, “PBIS utilizes a multi-tiered, response-to-intervention (RtI) framework rather
than a manualized or packaged curriculum, and it is characterized by graduated levels of
support based on student need” (p. 15). Teams working in tiered program place students
into the appropriate tier of intervention, and those tiers include different degrees of
intervention and instruction (Figure 2). The structure, consistency, and design within the
tiered interventions are the components that encourage students to behaviorally grow and
adapt (Carter & Pool, 2012).

Figure 2. Tiered interventions with aligned participants, activities, and outcomes. As the
tiers ascend, the intensity of the interventions increases, and the number of participating
students reduces.
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Despite PBIS’s apparent lack of traditional curricular construction, its content
requires a direct-instructional approach akin to practices associated with special
education (Bruhn et al., 2014; Lane, Kalberg, Bruhn, Mahoney, & Driscoll, 2008). Direct
instruction requires the explicit teaching of behavioral expectations in a variety of
settings. The effectiveness of the behavioral lessons contributes to the overall program’s
success rate. Teacher feedback, specific to implemented strategies and lessons, also
promotes the program’s success (Jeffrey, McCurdy, Ewing, & Polis, 2009). Teachers
directly benefit from learning how their actions directly impact student outcomes within
the PBIS model.
Behavioral data, which are obtained from multiple sources, guide the direction of
the PBIS school-based team, as opposed to following a formal curriculum from an
outside source (Bradshaw, 2013). Team members must focus their planning for student
growth that is aligned with long-range outcomes. “Social validity data, treatment integrity
data, and school-wide data for participating students should be evaluated by the decisionmaking team to make plans for secondary interventions for the coming semester or
school year” (Ennis & Swoszowski, 2011, p. 44). Students are placed within the PBIS
tiers based on these reflective practices, and their placement is directly related to the level
of need demonstrated by the data.
Public health and PBIS. Akin to the tiered response system outlined by RtI,
PBIS is structured in a similar manner to public health programs, where universal
supports give way to tapered levels of intervention that only the most needy access.
Viewing PBIS through a public health lens helps illustrate the program’s distribution of
supports, services, and resources. The public health model is an effective model for
school leaders to consider because screenings and assessments are the primary tools used
to identify appropriate intervention for clients under the public health model (Jolivette,
McDaniel, Sprague, Swain-Bradway, & Ennis, 2012).
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Interventions are aligned to specific tiers of support. All students are able to
access the universal supports housed in Tier 1. According to OSEP (2017a), 80-90% of
students can be effectively served through Tier 1 “preventative and proactive”
interventions. OSEP classifies the “at-risk” students—those who require more immediate
and intensified responses—as occupying Tier 2 at a rate of 5-10%. Finally, OSEP
reserves Tier 3 for 1-5% of students who need individualized supports. Whereas public
health focuses on the overall functioning of society, PBIS addresses the overall
behavioral climate of educational institutions. Students must be explicitly taught the
desired replacement behaviors to use when extinguishing the undesired behavior.
Freeman, Miller, and Newcomer (2015) describe PBIS as following a public health
model, where preventative care focuses on social and mental wellness. In Tier 3, the
focus on mental health is more apparent due to the use of specialized support plans and
targeted, individual interventions. Evidence-based decisions are critical for both systems
to succeed from adoption to application (Jolivette et al., 2012), and those evidencedbased decisions help both teams navigate the waters between triage to treatment.
The psychology of behavioral interventions. Banks and Obiakor (2015)
describe the role of PBIS as providing desired replacement behaviors: “PBIS tries to
change the environment so that the conditions for appropriate behavior and its
reinforcement are available, as well as to teach appropriate behaviors as a substitute for
accessing reinforcement in the environment” (p. 84). PBIS is both proactive and
preventative because it tackles problematic behavior early by providing appropriate and
preferred alternative behavior options for students (Carter & Poole, 2012; Powell &
Dunlap, 2006). “PBIS is not singular in nature; the program is designed to allow for a
range of interventions. Furthermore, students learn how to behave and experience less
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desirable behaviors as nonfunctional; that is, violating expectations has predictable,
unrewarding consequences,” (Farrell, Collier-Meek, & Pons, 2013, p. 39).
Evaluating VTSS Implementation
The prospect of evaluating VTSS within an active school setting presents several
challenges. With an indefinite number of moving parts and unpredictable participants,
building the path for accurate implementation and sustainable success requires patience,
practice, and planning.
In order to ensure effectiveness, schools must make an active and on-going
commitment to program implementation, from the district level to the individual
classrooms (Muscott et al., 2004). Commitment extends beyond buy-in; that is,
commitment occurs when employees work together to achieve shared goals (Larkin,
Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega, 2016). The typical implementation timeline for PBIS
takes several years, from initial planning to tier development (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011).
VTSS requires similar time for implementation. School administrators must also be
solidified in their commitment and participation because their detachment could easily
undermine the program’s success (Kennedy, Mimmack & Flannery, 2012). Measuring
commitment requires researchers to tap into personal narratives, perspectives, and the
relationships that exist between teachers and their coaches (Stormont & Reinke, 2012).
When commitment is coupled with the construct of readiness, the faculty’s willingness to
accept and engage in VTSS practices increases. Readiness must be established through
the procurement and development of time, materials, resources, and team members
(Bradshaw & Pas, 2011). Additionally, readiness is directly related to leader behavior,
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and effective leader behavior must have commitment for organizational goals (Hoy et al.,
2013).
Defining successful implementation. PBIS and RtI have been closely examined
over the past decade. A wealth of research supports that both intervention programs are
successful in promoting student success (Muscott et al., 2004; Simonsen at al., 2008;
Hunter et al., 2015). PBIS has proven to be an appropriate and valuable means of
addressing the behavioral objectives outlined in VTSS.
According to Flannery, Fenning, Kato, and McIntosh (2014), “successful
implementation of any innovation requires attention to the context where it is being
implemented” (p. 112). Context is only one component of successful implementation;
physical and informational resources are also critical elements required for successfully
starting PBIS. Administrative support, both on the school and district levels, is also an
important component for creating successful VTSS implementation.
Specifically, with regard to resource influence, which is defined as the principal’s
ability to lobby for resources and supports for the school and staff (Hoy & Tarter,
1997), implementation of PBIS is expected to positively affect the school’s access
to personnel resources (e.g., behavioral support coach), professional development
(e.g., booster training sessions), and district-level supports. Furthermore, having
connections to district-level staff through PBIS might increase communication
between the school and district regarding the school’s needs. (Bradshaw, Reinke,
Brown, Bevans, & Leaf, 2008, p. 463)
Successful implementation is derived from top-down district-level support. For VTSS to
be successful, district leadership must ensure that systems are in place to support initial
implementation and remain in place for long-range sustainability. Systems that district
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leadership can help create include technical infrastructures, data-based decision-making
models, and feedback systems for teams in all phases of VTSS implementation (Freeman
et al., 2015). Effective implementation of behavioral supports requires schools to
establish clear behavioral expectations for all learners, to have those expectations clearly
defined, and to ensure that varied levels of supports are available for students not meeting
those expectations.
District leadership also provides the essential on-site coaching support for schoolbased VTSS teams. Coaching is especially critical for supporting those VTSS facilitators
tasked with implementing Tier 2 and 3 interventions. When the tiered program is
implemented with fidelity, notable improvements in both staff and student behaviors are
evident (Bradshaw et al., 2008).
The universal nature of PBIS encompasses the behavioral changes of both faculty
members and students alike. When supports are widespread and positive, school climate
improves (Feurerborn & Tyre, 2016). Furthermore, when the universal interventions are
implemented with consistency and fidelity, equal access can be achieved (Sandomierski
et al., 2007). Identifying the students in need of support, providing the appropriate forms
of direct instruction, and remediating with the necessary interventions are critical
components of a successful VTSS implementation plan.
Defining successful implementation of VTSS requires defining the subset of
criteria necessary for the program to achieve sustainability. Researchers Simonsen et al.
(2008) state that in addition to achieving a minimum level of 80% staff buy-in rates,
additional required elements are needed for universal implementation for PBIS.
“To implement primary tier interventions, schools need to (a) identify meaningful
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outcomes; (b) establish and invest in school-wide systems; (c) select and implement
contextually appropriate, evidence-based practices; and (d) collect and use data to make
decisions” (Simonsen et al., 2008, p. 34).
According to the VTSS Research and Implementation Center, VTSS requires
similar components for successful program implementation. Specifically, VTSS success
lies in the interplay between systems, data, and practices. VTSS teams must have an ongoing commitment to purposeful data collection, an established method for making
decisions based on the collected data, providing clear communication and updates to the
necessary stakeholders, and providing quality professional development to the staff
tasked with implementing VTSS within the school setting (Research and Implementation
Center, 2017).
To facilitate successful system-wide change across a faculty requires dedication to
establishing, measuring, and revising large-scale outcome-based goals. The role of the
district is a key contributing factor in supporting wide-scale adoption, even more so than
ensuring quality implementation (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011). The district must also make a
commitment to support PBIS and all teachers working to implement the program for the
entire process (Green, 2009).
VTSS and PBIS implementation can be different between schools, as evidenced
by the pilot program being reviewed in this study. Staggering can also occur within a
single school setting. Cressey, Whitcomb, McGilvray-Rivet, Morrison, and ShanderReynolds (2015) explored PBIS adoption that was staggered between grade-levels and
found that as PBIS gained traction in one level, other grade-level teachers became
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interested in the program. Ultimately, this approach to implementation provided a
homegrown source of participant commitment.
Continual consultation and collaboration are essential actions taken by successful
teams (Eagle et al., 2015). The process is kinetic and adjustments are expected;
successful PBIS implementation is achieved through ongoing refinement and daily
execution. Teachers must be committed to incorporating PBIS strategies into their day-today routines and practices (Landers et al., 2012). This level of habitual practice
influences the overall sustainability of PBIS and its role as a school climate change agent.
Evaluation instruments. PBIS evaluation data are primarily collected using
interview protocols, observation tools, and self-reports. Participant perspectives provide
critical insight into the overall functioning of a school’s implementation of PBIS (Lane et
al., 2009). Two widely used tools are the SW-PBIS Tired Fidelity Instrument (TFI)
(Algozzine et al., 2014) and the School-wide Benchmarks of Quality Revised (BoQ)
(Childs et al., 2010). The TFI is administered multiple times throughout the year and
serves as a reflective tool for PBIS teams to self-report and then interprets their progress
within the three tiers of support. The TFI is primarily self-reported, though an external
coach may guide the school team through the reflection questions. According to the TFI’s
developers, the tool should be administered at the program’s onset and then during every
few PBIS team meetings until all reporting categories have achieved scores of 70% or
higher for implementation success (Algozzine et al., 2014).
The BoQ rating is completed by PBIS teams and coaches separately and then a
collective report is generated which reflects the team’s current implementation status
(Sandomierski et al., 2007). Unlike the TFI, there is no set period within the school year
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during which the instrument should be administered, although the assessment was piloted
as an end-of-year tool with Florida and Maryland schools in 2005 (Kincaid et al., 2007).
An older instrument is the School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET), version 2.1
(Horner at al., 2004). The SET was designed for annual use by PBIS teams and provide
users with “trend lines of improvement and sustainability over time” (p. 1). Akin to the
TFI, the SET incorporates the use of interviews, but the role of data collection is
designated to a single evaluator, unlike the TFI, which requires multiple team members to
participate in the reflection process.
The SET, TFI, and the BoQ are valuable instruments when considering a single
location, but the tools are not specifically designed for multiple site comparisons. An
additional concern associated with the lone use of either instrument is the degree of
reflexivity allotted to the respondents. “Reflexivity impacts a stakeholder’s control over
the measure in question, both as it relates to integrity and as it relates to job performance”
(Upreti, Liaupsin, & Koonce, 2010, p. 502). The subjectivity of responses must be
considered when crafting a summarizing view of VTSS implementation on a larger,
district-wide scale.
To best capture the progress of PBIS implementation, a more systemic evaluation
is required. By using a program evaluation, systems thinking can be incorporated into the
evaluation. As such, reporting expands from a single program to the larger organization
(Ylimaki, 2014). Furthermore, systems thinking is a component of VTSS and PBIS. For
example, a school must collectively agree upon and implement shared behavioral
strategies and objectives (Sugai & Horner, 2006; Tillery, Varjas, Meyers, & Collins,
2010).
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Program evaluations components. Mertens and Wilson (2012) define process
evaluation as “an evaluation that continually informs the management and main
stakeholders of an ongoing intervention about early indications of progress in achieving
results” (p. 561). In a process-based program evaluation, the evaluator develops
implementation profiles based on exchanges with program team members, reviews of
artifacts and records, and develops evaluation reports for the clients (Mertens & Wilson,
2012; Stufflebeam, 2007).
Process evaluations help illustrate the degree of intervention success as it relates
to the desired outcomes (Muckelbauer, Libuda, Clausen, & Kersting, 2009). Process
evaluations typically include participant interviews, and the questions focus on the
program’s process from development, implementation, and termination (Staton,
Leukefeld, Logam, & Purvis, 2000). As part of the research process, this study will
incorporate interviews and checklists.
When reviewing plans and operational checklists as part of a program evaluation,
the areas of evaluation application include both planning and implementation phases
(Stufflebeam, 2001). According to Stufflebeam (2001), the purpose of this type of
program evaluation is to provide specific guidance and criteria related to future planning
and evaluations for both the clients and the evaluator.
When VTSS teams reflect on their practices and decisions, their level of cognition
and understanding of VTSS objectives and personal development expands. Procedural
barriers, as well as hindrances that may be unearthed during reflective discourses and
interviews, can be identified and shared with stakeholders during the process-based
evaluation (Zhang et al., 2011). Participants in the process-evaluation were afforded
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opportunities to reflect both during the data collection process and later when reviewing
the evaluation report.
Including a theoretical framework for the evaluation is another component to a
process-based evaluation, according to Sindani and Sechrest (1991). For this study, the
Transformational Learning Theory (Mezirow, 2000) serves that purpose. Under the
Transformational Learning Theory, cognitive development is directly connected to
reflective practices (Merrimam, 2014; Mezirow, 2000). Traditionally, tiered intervention
programs have been viewed through a constructivist lens, in which students form
meaningful interpretations of content through intentional learning opportunities (Popwell,
2011).
Process-based program evaluations are a component of the CIPP Model. The
CIPP Model evaluates the following components of a program: context, input, process,
and product (Mertens & Wilson, 2012; Stufflebeam, 2007). Under the CIPP framework,
the process phase specifically reviews the implementation of plans (Mertens & Wilson,
2012). Evaluation of those plans can be conducted through a variety of measures.
The CIPP evaluation model can help provide youth with a strong voice in
planning, implementing, and evaluating service-learning experiences; engage
participants in an ongoing process to assess the quality of implementation and
progress toward meeting specialized goals; and use evaluation results for
improvement and sustainability…Process evaluation techniques include on-site
observation, participant interviews, rating scales, questionnaires, records analysis,
photographic records, case studies of participants, focus groups, self-reflection
sessions with staff members, and tracking of expenditures. (Zhang et al., 2011, p.

36

65)
The instruments aligned with this study were either selected or designed by the researcher
to capture both the reflective nature of process-evaluations and preserve the dialogue
necessary for development, as outlined by the Transformational Learning Theory.
Instrument information. A substantial portion of research on PBIS has
incorporated participants’ perception; as practitioners using PBIS in schools, educators
provide insight to the successes and challenges associated with implementing this
framework. Their views aid in constructing PBIS’s social validity. Social validity
measures consumer-based views on programs, interventions, and goals through various
instruments (Lane et al., 2009). The aforementioned BoQ assessment served as one of the
research tools in this study. The BoQ Revised consists of several components: a team
member rating form, a coach scoring form, and a team summary report. Cohen, Kincaid,
and Childs (2007) state that the BoQ was developed to serve as a self-reflective
instrument for PBIS teams seeking to review their implementation process. During 20092010, the developers of the original BoQ expanded the research-based assessment
following two years after the instrument’s initial publication. The results of the study,
which expanded the geographical base of the participants, included increasing the range
of potential scores, focusing more on classroom efforts, and the removal of several
weaker items (Childs, Kincaid, & George, 2011).
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Chapter Three
Methodology
The following section outlines the study’s research methodology. The research
approaches that were selected provided a multi-faceted program evaluation that focused
on implementation. Study participants included VTSS team members, school-based
colleagues, and administrators. The methods were aligned with the following research
questions:
1. To what degree has the school VTSS team developed behavioral data
dashboards?
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Participants
The participants of this process-oriented evaluation were current VTSS schoolbased team leaders, school administrators, school faculty members, and central officebased coaches from a selected school district. Site-based coaches, who are central office
employees, were designated at the school locations. The school-based coaches, who are
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school employees, were pulled from three middle schools within the same school district.
These schools were given pseudonyms for the purpose of this project. The coaches have
separate full-time instructional or support roles in their schools and primarily work as
teachers, school counselors, and student advancement coaches. School-based coaches
share in responsibilities, though roles and actual duties vary from site to site. Schoolbased administrators, in this case assistant principals, serve as consultants for their
schools’ VTSS teams. In such a capacity, the assistant principals do not direct the efforts
of the VTSS teams, although they frequently provide insight and guidance during
planning meetings. Specific information related the schools’ enrollment for the 20172018 and on-site administrative teams is provided in Table 1.
Table 1
Demographic Information of Focus Schools in Study
School Name

Enrollment 2017-2018

Administrative Team

Stanley Middle School

883 students

Bowman Middle School

945 students

Floyd Middle School

820 students

1 principal, 2 assistant
principals
1 principal, 1 assistant
principal
1 principal, 1 assistant
principal

Central office-based coaches are a new component of the VTSS team for this
school district. This level of support was announced in October 2016, and the coaches
have not officially met with their assigned school teams. However, responsibilities of the
central office-based coaches include monitoring the school teams’ efforts, meeting
minutes and attendance, and reviewing VTSS related data and their dissemination
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processes. The level of VTSS familiarity and expertise of the central office-based
coaches has not been shared with their collaborating teams.

Figure 3. Focus District VTSS Organizational Chart. The apex of the diagram represents
the top tier of district-level leadership. The bottom level of the diagram represents the
school-based teams.
The district-level VTSS organizational chart (Figure 3) illustrates the current
arrangement for VTSS in the focus school district; the participants in this study occupy
the lower tiers of the flowchart, which illustrates the current flow of monitoring and
district-level support.
Stanley Middle School and Bowman Middle School are participants in the
aforementioned pilot VTSS implementation program. The teams report implementation
progress to several regional universities as part of the grant’s participation guidelines.
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Data Sources
Varied in nature and collection method, the data sources have been selected to
best represent current program effectiveness from initial implementation to current status.
In addition to collecting direct member input, the data sources also included a review of
existing physical evidence which functions as stand alone documentation. The researcher
used the Program Evaluation Standards as they apply to research implementation and
dissemination of information; the intent was to use the Standards as a guide for all phases
of investigation, analyses, reporting, and interpretation of the collected data. Tools
developed by the research for this project were shared with the participating school
district for later use.
Interview protocol. The first measure was an interview conducted by the
researcher with the school-based coaches. The interview protocol primarily addressed the
process stage of program implementation. Responses were given orally and digitally
recorded by the researcher. The responses were transcribed into NVivo (NVivo for Mac,
2014), and were maintained with anonymity. Using NVivo, the researcher coded the
participants’ responses for themes related to processes, implementation, program
development, and other emergent topics. Responses were then scored using the
researcher’s rubric, which has been aligned to the VDOE’s levels of PBIS program
implementation. The VTSS Coached Interview Protocol is included in the Appendix B.
In terms of establishing validity of the protocol, the researcher had the tool reviewed by
outside VTSS program employees aligned with two Virginia universities. The questions
were specifically developed using the VDOE’s VTSS review language and aligned
performance domains. Additionally, interview questions were drafted to match the
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research questions of this study. Participants were required to identify their school site;
the researcher introduced each interview session using the given pseudonym for each
school. The interview protocols were provided to the focus school coaches prior to
administration, and reports on the interviews’ overall themes were given to the
participants. Listed below are the questions from the interview protocol. In parenthesis,
the aligned research question was identified.
1. (Background) Describe your school’s VTSS team. Please include positions,
titles, and levels of expertise. How are different stakeholders reflected in your
team’s composition?
2. (Background) How frequently does your team meet during the school year?
Who typically attends the meetings consistently?
3. (Evaluation Question 1) Describe your team’s use of student behavioral data.
What role does data analysis play in programming and planning during your team
meetings?
4. (Evaluation Question 1) How is the behavioral data compiled? Who has access
to the data? Do you use a dashboard or similar method for displaying and tracking
students within the tiers?
5. (Evaluation Question 2) Describe your team’s efforts to promote positive
behavioral changes in your school. Have you developed matrices or curricula to
support behavioral change?
6. (Evaluation Question 2) Describe the behavioral programs and interventions
your team has created for your school. Did you pre-map the interventions during
your initial planning phase?
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7. (Evaluation Question 3) How are student behavioral deficits identified and
aligned with tiered interventions? Describe your process.
8. (Evaluation Question 3) What tools (assessments, screening tools, etc.) do your
team use to assess student behavioral needs? If you do not have access to formal
tools, how does your team collect behavioral data?
9. (Evaluation Question 4) How does your team track the implementation of
behavioral supports? How do you determine if the provided behavioral
interventions are working?
10. (Evaluation Question 4) When reviewing student behavioral interventions
within the second and third tiers, how often does the team collect participant data?
How is the participant data used throughout the school year?
VTSS artifacts. The second measure was a review of VTSS artifacts both in the
focus schools’ physical spaces and on their websites. Artifacts and physical evidence
included, but were not be limited to, catalogues, photographs, and checklists. Sample
artifacts included VTSS posters, displayed behavioral matrices aligned with their
locations, and noticeable recognition of students and their efforts. The researcher
catalogued VTSS items, their relative locations within the school space, and level of the
visibility and accessibility. The artifacts’ intended audiences, perceived message, and
impact were also reviewed during this process. This measure was completed through
scheduled facility visits and analyses of school-based VTSS materials.
Benchmarks of Quality (Revised). The third measure was the Benchmarks of
Quality (Revised) assessment tool ([BoQ]; Childs et al., 2010). The BoQ is designed to
guide team members and their assigned coaches through an evaluation of their

43

implementation of PBIS. The instrument includes team member rating scales, a coach
scoring guide, a scoring rubric, and a summary of performance form. Unlike the TFI that
requires an outside rater, the team is able to complete all components of the BoQ
independently. The BoQ components were provided to the three middle school teams and
completed prior to the interview.
Data Collection
Participants completing the co-coaches interview and the BoQ rating form were
contacted directly by the researcher. Their positions were posted and public knowledge.
Access to the participants depended on school district-level approval of the research topic
and Internal Review Board approval from the College of William & Mary.
Data for the artifact review were obtained from the schools’ websites, published
newsletters, information of the main district website, and news releases published
pertaining to the efforts of the focus schools.
Data Analysis
Data sources were selected to provide both variety and diversity in collection
options. This program evaluation focused on VTSS process implementation and included
both qualitative and quantitative data. The quantitative source was the BoQ rating scale.
The qualitative sources included the responses from the interview sessions and the
catalogued artifacts from the facility visits and evidence reviews.
The evaluative portion of the study was the culminating review of the separate
data sources using the researcher’s process-based implementation rubric. Each reporting
area of the rubric was aligned to this project’s research questions. The levels of
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implementation included exploration, installation, initial implementation, and full
implementation.
Evaluation rubric. Exploration was an introductory phase in which the PBIS
team has been only been introduced to intended outcome. Installation was the phase in
which primary implementation planning occurs. Initial implementation was the phase in
which planned components were being introduced to students and faculty, while full
implementation represented the phase where the specific objective were incorporated and
integrated into the school’s community and culture. Experts from two collaborating
universities and the participating district’s leadership reviewed the rubric during phases
of its development. The VTSS Program Evaluation Rubric (Figure 4) included the four
guiding research questions, their aligned program phase in the logic model, the
requirements for each phase of implementation, and the associated evaluation methods.
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Figure 4. The Program Evaluation Rubric was used to score the participating focus
schools on their level of implementation using systems design components.
Interview protocol analysis. The first measure included the responses obtained
during interview sessions with school-based VTSS coaches. The interviews utilized the
same interview protocol. Responses were digitally recorded and transcribed by the
researcher. The participants had an opportunity to review their portion’s transcription for
accuracy, as a form of member checking to help ensure the accuracy of this method.
Once the interview participants validated the responses, the transcriptions were uploaded
to NVivo. The researcher then used NVivo to thematically code the responses for topics
related to VTSS processes, implementation, progress, and other emergent themes. The
strength of the themes was based on frequency of mentions and the context in which the
themes develop.
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VTSS artifact analysis. The second form of measurement included the review
and cataloging of site-based evidence of VTSS implementation. With the permission of
the participating school district, the researcher conducted site-visits to the focus schools
with the expressed purpose of documenting various forms of VTSS physical evidence.
Examples of potential artifact evidence included banners, posters, honor codes, and
behavioral expectations. The researcher also reviewed school and district websites and
locally generated handbooks and guides for VTSS content.
Benchmarks of Quality (Revised) scoring. VTSS coaches and their teams
completed the BoQ assessment (Appendix C). The assessment process had five stages in
its original format. The first four steps are listed below:
Step 1 - Coach Scoring. The coach used his or her best judgment based on
personal experience with the school and the descriptions and exemplars in the
BoQ Scoring Guide to score each of the 53 items on the BoQ Scoring Form
(pp. 1-2).
Step 2 - Team Member Rating. The coach gave the BoQ Team Member Rating
Form to each SWPBS Team member that was completed independently and
returned to the coach upon completion. Members were instructed to rate each of
the 53 items according to whether the component is In Place, Needs Improvement,
or Not in Place. Some of the items relate to product and process development,
others to action items; in order to be rated as In Place, the item must be developed
and implemented (where applicable). Coaches collected and tallied responses and
recorded on the BoQ Scoring Form the team’s most frequent response, using ++
for In Place, + for Needs Improvement and – for Not in Place.
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Step 3 – Team Report. The coach then completed the Team Summary on page 3
of the BoQ Scoring Form recorded areas of discrepancy, strength, and weakness.
If there were any items for which the team’s most frequent rating varied from the
coaches’ rating (i.e., discrepancy) based upon the Scoring Guide, the descriptions
and exemplars from the guide were shared with the team, at a team meeting or
informally. If upon sharing areas of discrepancy, the coach realized that there was
new information that according to the Scoring Guide would result in a different
score, the item and the adjusted final score were recorded on the Scoring Form.
Step 4 - Reporting Back to Team. After completing the remainder of the BoQ
Scoring Form, the coach reported back to the team using the Team Report page of
the BoQ Scoring Form. If needed, items of discrepancy were addressed and the
score adjusted. The coach then led the team through a discussion of the identified
areas of strength (high ratings) and weakness (low ratings). This information was
conveyed as “constructive feedback” to assist with action planning (Childs et al.,
2010, p. 1).
For the purpose of this study, the fifth stage was changed from uploading results into a
state-level PBIS reporting system to sharing the results with the researcher. The coaches
reviewed the rating forms completed by their team members and assigned a collective
implementation score. The BoQ scoring guide rubric is available in Appendix D. In terms
of alignment with this study, BoQ items 1, 4, 5, 7, 9, 13, 15, 51, and 53 have direct
correlation to the research questions, and results associated with those specific items were
also related to the VTSS implementation rubric. The BoQ Team Summary template is
located in Appendix E. The BoQ Scoring Guide is in Appendix F.
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Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations
The following section reviews the assumptions, delimitations, and limitations
associated with conducting this study.
Assumptions.
1. The researcher assumed that the focus school district would grant permission
for this proposed study to be conducted, and that the selected schools and
personnel would participate in earnest and with commitment.
2. The district had previously granted permission to the researcher for a related
topic within the past six months.
3. The researcher assumed that the BoQ rating scale is a valid and reliable
measure.
4. The researcher assumed that interview and rating scale participants would
provide honest responses.
5. The researcher assumed the participants’ anonymity was preserved through
the use of pseudonyms, limited geographical evidence, and secured storage of
transcriptions.
6. The researcher assumed the interview questions are accurately aligned with
the research questions.
7. The researcher assumed that VTSS would remain a functioning program for
the duration of this study, both within the focus schools and their school
district.
Delimitations. There are several notable delimitations inherent in this study. The
VTSS program evaluation is site-specific, which binds the study geographically. The
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researcher only studied selected middle schools within the focus district, although all
levels of schools in this district have implemented VTSS to some degree. Only select
portions of the VTSS program, specifically one output and four outcomes, were assessed
in this study. The interview panel participants were limited to only team coaches and not
other team members. Additionally, the decision to isolate and assess the behavioral
components of VTSS was delimitation to the study.
Limitations. A primary limitation of the study was the familiarity that many of
the participants had with the researcher. The study also included two schools in which the
researcher had been employed, and the researcher had acquaintances in the third school.
The researcher is a current employee of the focus school district. The researcher is also a
new co-coach of one of the focus school’s PBIS teams. However, the researcher did not
participate in the study. The collaborating school VTSS co-coach was interviewed in lieu
of documenting the researcher’s experiences. Another limitation to the study is related to
the focus schools’ coaches and administrators; these positions had recent changes within
the past school year in terms of location assignment and new hires. When administration
and team member composition changes, school VTSS teams may lose prior experience
and collective understanding regarding established roles, routines, and procedures.
Despite the length of their time at the focus schools, these participants were included in
the study.
Ethical Considerations
The data obtained in the study were given to the participating school district as a
means of helping its schools reflect and improve upon their PBIS/VTSS implementation
efforts. Given that this study primarily focuses on the process phase of implementation,
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the schools can use this report to guide future collaborative tasks and intervention-based
efforts. As noted in the previous section, the researcher is both a current employee of one
of the focus schools, a previous employee of another focus school, and currently under
contract with the focus school district. Furthermore, the researcher has worked on
multiple VTSS teams, in roles ranging from teacher member to school-based coach, and
currently serves as co-coach in one of the focus schools. The researcher intentionally
designed the research questions with Program Evaluation Standards in mind to support
the transparency and utility of this study.
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Chapter Four
Findings
The three focus schools’ coaches participated in the study during May and
June 2018. Their participation included completing the in-person interview and
completing the coach-version of Benchmarks of Quality (Revised) (BoQ). The schools’
VTSS team members completed the team-version of the BoQ. The researcher compiled
and compared the scores for each school. Detailed scoring forms, including specific
information related to discrepancies between coach and team members’ scores, are
included in the following team reports.
The researcher recorded the interviews and transcribed the conversations; the
transcriptions were then uploaded into the qualitative program NVivo and coded into
thematic “nodes.” A node is the NVivo term for code. The thematic nodes, as illustrated
in Table 2, emerged during the interviews. In the chart below, the individual nodes are
listed along with the frequency in which they appeared in all three interviews. The
primary focus of the questions was on behavioral programming; thus, a majority of the
nodes related to behavioral processes or supports. However, the most represented node is
“implementation deficit.” This node refers to any type of challenge a team has faced
during the implementation of the behavioral components of their VTSS program. Schoolspecific thematic node frequencies are included in the following school-specific reports.
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Table 2
Transcription Nodes Frequency Count
Name
Academic Data
Academic Interventions
Alternative Education
Behavioral Data
Behavioral Framework
Behavioral Interventions
Check In Check Out
Child Study
Discipline
District level
Implementation deficit
Incentives and rewards
Matrix
Mental Health
Mentoring
Positive Rewards &
Recognitions
Process
Professional Development
Reflection Form
Resource Mapping
School Attendance
Standardization
Student Identification
Student Retention (denial)
SWIS
Teacher Input and Feedback
Team Collaboration
Team Composition
Team Meetings
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School Implementation Report: Floyd Middle School
Data sources. Interview with team coach, transcript of interview, coded interview
in NVivo, BoQ for coach and team members, BoQ team summary report, and teamgenerated artifacts related to VTSS.
Research questions.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Collection of evidence. Using NVivo, source material was obtained from an
interview conducted with the school’s VTSS coach. The coach is the school’s only
assistant principal, which is the case for another of the focus schools in the study. The
coach interview was thematically coded using NVivo, where codes are referred to as
nodes. In Figure 5, a graph represents the total number of thematic nodes that were
generated through the analysis of the interview.
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Figure 5. High frequency node references from Floyd Middle School interview. Included
in the above figure are the most frequent nodes from the Floyd Middle School Interview.
Nodes are listed in hierarchical format, with the most frequent node listed first.
“Teache...dback” refers to Teacher Feedback.
Overarching themes from the interview included several topics related to
implementation errors: the Tier 2 behavioral intervention Check In Check Out (CICO);
the incorporation of teacher feedback during the development and implementation of
VTSS projects; and increasing the roles of students and families in the VTSS process.
Quotes included in each section are from the coach’s interview.
The CICO program has been Floyd’s cornerstone behavioral intervention during
this school year. CICO is a mentoring program that assigns students to staff members,
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where the pairs meet before and after school daily to review behavioral goals and the
students’ progress towards meeting those goals. Floyd’s coach attended a state-level
training for CICO during Summer 2016. By design, CICO is a program that the Floyd
team has modified to best fit their students’ needs, as evidenced in the quote below. At
Floyd Middle School, the main criterion for being placed in CICO is earning three office
discipline referrals in a given window of time.
The coach was able to identify potential “frequent fliers” before the start of the
2017-2018 school year based on the previous school year’s disciplinary data, and then
using that information, he began to plan the CICO system that was used for this school
year. According to the coach:
I was able to chart reflection target group of students that we were thinking will
probably be frequent fliers and then kind of thinking about what time of the year
they need for assistance and would check in check out feasibly. Besides, the
criteria for what CICO should be because you know we wanted to be able to not
bog our staff down or overdo the new initiative and then it never is able to take
off. Yeah, they suggest that it should be 10% of your population, or 80 students.
They also recommend that it be done through your school counselors, which
would be 40 students each, which is not really realistic.
To help keep the additional workload associated with CICO manageable for his team, the
coach identified teachers who could serve as mentors to help alleviate the workload
placed on the school counselors. Additionally, the coach found that students were more
receptive to the program when they were able to choose their mentor, compared to being
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assigned to their counselor. Informally, the coach could see the students internalize the
program more quickly because they were working with preferred staff members.
The role of teacher feedback, and its incorporation into the decision-making
process, is a critical component of Floyd’s VTSS efforts. The VTSS team encouraged
teachers to personalize their P.R.I.D.E. matrix and make it more meaningful for their
specific settings. P.R.I.D.E. stands for preparedness, respect, integrity, determination, and
empowerment, and the acronym is used to frame school-wide behavioral expectations.
For example, the Floyd science teachers adapted the matrix to include behavioral
expectations related to lab safety, while keeping aligned to the spirit of the P.R.I.D.E.
objectives. The coach repeatedly stressed the need for teacher ownership of VTSS and
the interventions as being essential for helping the program succeed. He shared, “one of
the things we continuously tell the staff is that VTSS is supposed to be for y’all. If it’s a
tool that doesn’t fit, you have to adjust it, especially if it’s is a tool that doesn’t work.”
Another instance of teacher feedback playing a critical role in program
development emerged during the discussion on Floyd’s Student Support Teams. In
general, each grade level is expected to build a team that meets with students who are
frequently earning minor referrals. The seventh grade team was struggling to meet this
expectation because many of the teachers were instructing multiple grade levels and did
not share a common planning time. The coach further explained the issue and then the
ultimate resolution, which was based on incorporating the seventh-grade teachers’ input:
I know seventh grade kind of felt that they had a way that they did it the year
before, and then they tried it this new way. Then they felt like there is too many
times where they have too many teachers teaching in different grade levels, or
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they can’t coordinate the full meeting, so they get back. So they have a group of
seventh grade teachers who have a lot of impact, so they switched back to the old
model, which I have no problem with. It’s something that works for them; it’s
something that works for their schedule, and it helps to work in their classrooms,
so I am all for it.
Increasing student and family participation and communication in the Floyd
VTSS program is the final overarching theme from the coach’s interview. While students
are considered to be stakeholders, they occupy limited roles throughout the VTSS
process. The students are not consistently advising the team, nor is the team formally
collecting student input. According to the coach, the students have helped design t-shirts
that were used as behavioral prizes, but beyond this task, their role has not extended. The
same applies for the roles of families on the VTSS team: limited at best. The coach said:
We have representation from administration and teachers, and we do have some
paraprofessionals. But when it comes to parents on the team, we would like to
include parents at some point, and then we don’t really have students on the team.
Students did do a T-shirt contest and technology helped design a T-shirt so by
branching out students became part of the team.
In addition to increasing family engagement during the VTSS process, the coach
shared the need to improve communication with families regarding their students’
involvement in interventions. For example, students can receive multiple minor referrals
(reflection forms) before their parents or guardians are notified. The coach reported that
this process would most likely be updated for the upcoming school year due to concerns
raised by families:
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I think next year we are going to have parents called after every reflection form.
One of the things that we’ve noticed as we are getting deeper into year, and we’ve
got kids reaching five. And their parents are saying they’ve only been called
once—“they’ve been written up five times, and I have only received one phone
call.” The whole idea is that the reflection form is given to you after each
individual behavior, so it is an assumption that [you] get a reflection form after
you’ve been told three times. So that means a student would have been prompted
or reminded about a behavior 15 times. So parents definitely have claims that if
you’ve corrected my kid’s behavior 15 times, then you’ve probably also had a
couple of bad days. Why haven’t I been called?
If the Floyd team incorporates the family input for the upcoming school, this was
yet another example of stakeholder feedback guiding the actions of their team.
Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ). Questions that are highlighted indicate a scoring
discrepancy between the coach’s reported perceptions, the numerical score, and the team
members’ averaged scores, which are represented with ++/+/- symbols. The specific
areas of discrepancies are addressed in the chart, “TEAM SUMMARY.” The school’s
BoQ score reports are included on Figure 6 and Figure 7. The summary report is detailed
in Figure 8.
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Figure 6. Floyd Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part One.
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Figure 7. Floyd Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part Two.
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Figure 8. Floyd Middle School Benchmark of Quality Team Summary.
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Floyd Middle School has an implementation score of 79 (out of 100) on the BoQ.
The score is based on the coach’s rating on the ten critical elements associated with
effective tiered behavioral programming. Floyd VTSS team members also completed the
rating scale; discrepancies between scores are highlighted on the score report. Overall,
the coach and team members agreed upon 41 items, at a rate 77% for all possible items,
and disagreed on 12 items, at a rate of 23% for all possible items. These scores represent
the closest alignment between coach’s and team members’ perceptions of the three
participating schools in this study. It is also important to note that 83% of the
discrepancies resulted from team members rating areas of implementation at a higher rate
than the coach.
Included in the final portion of the BoQ report are recommendations that address
the aforementioned discrepancies. According to the BoQ summary, the Floyd VTSS team
should address the following critical elements: rewards and recognition systems, general
implementation, classroom systems, and the evaluation process. In terms of rewards and
recognition systems, the team is encouraged to further incorporate students into the
planning of incentives and special events. The incorporation of students will further
cement their role as stakeholders in Floyd’s VTSS efforts.
Concerns related to general implementation can be addressed through the
following activities: developing and presenting booster sessions for school-wide
behavioral concerns throughout the year, creating a Floyd-based VTSS orientation
program for new students and staff members, and providing more opportunities for
families to participate in the VTSS process, such as serving on the VTSS team or helping
facilitate rewards sessions. Classroom systems emerged as a concern because team
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members reported that teachers want the VTSS team to develop clearer classroom
behavioral expectations. This desire seems to be in contradiction to the coach’s interview;
teachers were encouraged to take the P.R.I.D.E. matrix and personalize it for their
classrooms. Finally, the Floyd VTSS team may want to create and administer surveys for
their stakeholders (students, staff, and family members) to measure their perceptions on
VTSS efforts throughout the school year. Since the team has demonstrated receptivity to
feedback, these surveys would function in the same manner by further informing their
practices and sharing the decision-making process with all interested parties.
Artifact review. The school uses SWIS, School-wide Information Suite, to
collect and process behavioral data. Through SWIS, the VTSS team is able to track
discipline and infractions through a dashboard interface. Floyd’s attendance associate has
been tasked with entering all referrals into both SWIS and the school’s integrated
information network. On the Floyd website, the school’s profile page includes the
following references to P.R.I.D.E. and school-wide behavioral supports. Floyd has also
incorporated P.R.I.D.E. into their school logo, which is visible on the school’s website
and in printed documents, such as the Student Handbook. Posters related to P.R.I.D.E.,
along with various versions of the matrix, have been posted throughout the school
building. Prior to transitioning to VTSS, the school system used a practice called
Effective School-wide Discipline (EDS). The Floyd website has not been updated to
reflect the change from ESD to VTSS.
The Floyd VTSS team has not completed a Resource Map of their available
VTSS-related interventions. Figure 9 is portion of the unfinished template.
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Figure 9. Floyd Middle School’s Resource Map template was provided to the team in
September 2017 by their central office MTSS leadership team.
However, the Floyd VTSS team has completed their Action Planner. The Action
Planner is an instrument designed to help VTSS teams identify both goals and the
necessary action steps needed to reach those goals. Action Planners are shared with
district-level leadership and reviewed by team members annually. Posted below is a
planning page from Floyd’s most recent Action Planner (Figure 10).

Figure 10. Floyd Middle School’s annual action planner.
Regarding meeting agendas, the Floyd VTSS team uses a template for its monthly
meetings that breaks down activities with allotted times to help with overall meeting
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management. The final piece of evidence is Floyd’s minor referral form, which is also
called a Reflection Form. Akin to the form developed by Bowman Middle School, the
Floyd Reflection Form was developed to include the demographic information required
by the SWIS program. Note the minor behavior forms are not consistent across the three
focus schools. A sample form is posted in Figure 11.

Figure 11. Floyd Middle School’s student behavioral reflection form/minor referral form.
Summary of evaluation results.
1. To what degree has the school VTSS team developed behavioral data
dashboards?
The Floyd VTSS team uses the SWIS program to record all minor referrals and
major referrals. The school’s attendance registrar uploads documentation. The VTSS
team frequently reviews the data, which is displayed in a dashboard format, both with the
school’s VTSS leadership team and the faculty during their bi-weekly meetings. The
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practices of uploading and reviewing data have become part of the Floyd VTSS team’s
routine. In terms of setting student goals based on the dashboard data, this is true for
students participating in the CICO intervention. To qualify for the school’s CICO
program, students typically earn three major office referrals. Those referrals are tracked
in SWIS. Administration then helps students and assigned mentors set goals specific to
CICO based on the students’ disciplinary histories and academic profiles. At this time,
CICO constitutes the only student goal setting outside of students receiving special
education services.
2. To what degree has the school VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral
supports across the three intervention tiers?
The challenge of assessing Floyd Middle School’s tiered interventions is a result
of the school’s team not having their resources and interventions charted into tiers. While
the school has in traditional Tier 1 universal behavioral expectations and the Tier 2
intervention of CICO, the team has not coordinated their efforts into the traditional VTSS
matrix, nor has the team officially developed entrance and exit criteria for their
interventions. At this time, the team has not documented their differentiated
interventions. However, with the practice of CICO working for multiple students, per the
coach’s interview, the school’s team has unofficially created two tiers of supports.
Universally speaking, Floyd Middle School has taken strides to share its VTSS program
matrix (P.R.I.D.E.) throughout its facility and on its website.
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
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The faculty uses Reflection Forms with students with emerging behavioral
concerns. These forms are collected, counted, and reviewed by grade level teams.
Eventually, both senior administration and families are contacted when a certain number
of forms have been submitted. This process constitutes one means of collecting
behavioral data on the Floyd student body. SWIS also provides the school’s VTSS team
and administration with real-time behavioral trends, and the data can be disaggregated to
review individual students, locations, times of day, types of behavior, submitting
teachers, and perceived motivations of behaviors. SWIS is used to track both major and
minor infractions. The school staff uses both major and minor forms consistently, and the
school team reviews the referral process with the faculty throughout the year. At this
time, Floyd Middle School does not use a universal screening tool. The same is true for
all three participating middle schools in this study.
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Interventions and programs are reviewed monthly, as evidenced in the Floyd
VTSS team’s monthly meeting minutes and agenda. During their meetings, data are
contributed from a variety of sources, including SWIS and direct teammate input. The
team also reviews Reflection Form counts from the attending grade-level representatives.
Administrators review the CICO goals with students and mentors periodically. Typically,
the team aims to have students maintain their point goals at a minimum of 80% before
exiting the students out of the program, though this is not a standardized practice. The
team does not track students once they have ended CICO beyond calculating end-of-theyear disciplinary data. The coach shared, during his interview, that the team would be
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better served to develop transition plans to help students become more independent and
function in the Tier 1 range following CICO. The coach shared that several students
continued to have behavioral concerns following their exits from the program; one
student even earned long-term suspension after completing his goal.
In terms of assessing program implementation with students and staff members,
the Floyd VTSS team currently does not formally survey these stakeholders at any point
of the school year. The team, however, values informal feedback and input from staff
members and uses it to guide programming and their decision-making process.

Figure 12. Floyd Middle School’s evaluation rubric with score placements. Scores on the
rubric were established using the identified evaluation methods.
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School Implementation Report: Stanley Middle School
Data sources. Interview with team coach, transcript of interview, coded interview
in NVivo, BoQ for coach and team members, BoQ team summary report, and teamgenerated artifacts related to VTSS
Research questions.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Collection of evidence. Source material was obtained from an interview
conducted with the school’s VTSS coach. The coach is one of the school’s assistant
principals, and she is also Child Study chair. The interview was thematically coded. In
NVivo, codes are referred to as nodes. Figure 13 represents the total number of thematic
nodes that were generated during the analysis of the interview.
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Figure 13. High frequency node references from Stanley Middle School interview.
Included in the above figure are the most frequent nodes from the Stanley Middle School
Interview. Nodes are listed in hierarchical format, with the most frequent node listed first.
“Teache...dback” refers to Teacher Feedback.
Overarching themes from the interview include several topics related to
implementation errors: team member turnover, data reporting, program planning, and
professional development. Quotes included in each section are from the coach’s
interview.
The coach reported concerns related to team member composition and frequent
turnovers as an ongoing setback for the school’s team. The school had a new principal
who was not part of their previous VTSS team. The change in administration meant that
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their plans were halted during the transition phase. The coach insight on their recent
administrative transition and its impact on their MTSS programming:
And last year we interviewed staff; we developed a sort of discipline process with
feedback. And we did all these things, but then principal came in, he was working
on some other things based on some information he had. He had to prioritize
based on that stuff. He’s been very good about having clear expectations for staff
and for students. “Here is what we are going to do.” And that’s been super good
but we have dropped things, the stuff we had come to last year. We had to drop
some of those things. We didn’t do anything new; we just tweaked some stuffexcept for the tardy stations. We just tweaked things we had in process.
The coach shared that the team also needs to improve in communicating and
reporting out data to the school’s staff more consistently. “The area in which we could
improve is bringing that data to the teachers and having them sort of own the data on a
weekly basis, which is one of our ongoing plans.”
Additionally, the coach discussed an on-site alternative education program, which
was temporarily implemented this winter, but ended shortly after it began due to lack of
resources and adequate planning. This program was intended to reach students needing
Tier 3 behavioral supports, but was unsustainable:
We had a point in the middle of the year took 20 of our most difficult students and
tried to create a success academy for them this year. This is where we were going
to teach…where they had their own schedule, like a school within a school to
allow the teacher to teach. Because we looked within the grade levels to see who
are the kids who are most disruptive to instruction. Like, is there that magic kid,
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that if we pull him then we could get instruction done. And it was amazingly
effective for the kids in the classes once those children were removed. The
problem is when you put those children together…and we did not have a
staff…we needed a dedicated staff member to be with them all day long.
Preferably more than one staff member so that you can divide those kids up
instead of being together. It became impossible to keep them in a classroom
working, but we did, within the program, the program as a whole wasn’t
successful.
The coach also shared a unique idea to help increase VTSS buy-in and awareness
of the staff; the school’s principal wanted to implement optional summer professional
development for teachers.
And one of the principal’s ideas is to over the summer to provide PD, offer some
summer sessions that staff can volunteer to come to, and if they do that they will
earn time during the first two weeks of school. So basically, when that session is
repeated during the first two weeks of school, if they came in the summer, they
don’t have to come again.
BoQ. Questions that are highlighted indicate a scoring discrepancy between the
coach’s reported perceptions, the numerical score, and the team members’ averaged
scores, which are represented with ++/+/- symbols in Figure 14 and Figure 15. The
specific areas of discrepancies are addressed in the Figure 16 “TEAM SUMMARY.”
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Figure 14. Stanley Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part One.
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Figure 15. Stanley Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part Two.
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Figure 16. Stanley Middle School Benchmark of Quality Team Summary.
BoQ summary. Stanley Middle School has an implementation score of 76 (out of
100) on the BoQ. The score is based on the coach’s rating on the ten critical elements
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associated with effective tiered behavioral programming. Stanley VTSS team members
also completed the rating scale; discrepancies between scores are highlighted on the score
report. Overall, the coach and team members agreed upon 30 items, at a rate 57% for all
possible items, and disagreed on 23 items, at a rate of 43% for all possible items. It is
important to note that all discrepancies resulted from the coach rating elements higher
than the teammates in every instance.
Included in the final portion of the BoQ report are recommendations that address
the aforementioned discrepancies. According to the BOQ summary of recommendations,
the Stanley VTSS team should to address the following critical elements: their rewards
and recognition system, program implementation, systems design, and the program
evaluation process. Accordingly, the Stanley VTSS team had several strengths noted in
the evaluation report. The school team can build off the successes related to their data
entry process and established behavioral matrix (P.A.W.S.).
Artifact review. The school uses SWIS, School-wide Information Suite, to
collect and process behavioral data. Through SWIS, the VTSS team is able to track
discipline and infractions through a dashboard interface.
The school’s website did not include any reference to VTSS, MTSS, or the
school’s behavioral matrix, P.A.W.S.
A description of P.A.W.S. was included in an outdated student handbook that is
posted on the school’s website. The previous administrative team developed the
handbook. There was no mention of VTSS, MTSS, or P.A.W.S. in the posted school
spotlight video. P.A.W.S. signs were posted throughout the school’s hallways and
classrooms.
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From the school’s website, the “Principal’s Memo” added a “School and Bus
Behavior” component to its weekly format. The following statement was excerpted from
the 5/21/18 memo:
Just a reminder, please have conversations with your students about behavior to
and from school on the bus and at school. We had an uptick in behavior that
resulted in discipline both on the bus and at school last week. Riding the school
bus is a privilege and can be taken away if there is inappropriate or dangerous
behavior. Students are also creating an unnecessary mess during some of the
lunch periods. Students who participate in this will be removed from the cafeteria.
The team completed a Resource Map of available VTSS-related interventions for
Tiers 2 and 3. Figure 17 is a portion of the team’s annual map.
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Figure 17. Stanley Middle School resource planning map. The central office team
provided the template in September 2017 to the school team to complete.
The Stanley VTSS team uses a sophisticated meeting agenda to guide their
monthly sessions. The roles have been assigned, and tasks have been redefined as
problem statements with aligned data sources.
Summary of evaluation results.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
The Stanley VTSS team uses SWIS to track and display all of their behavioral
data collected through major referrals, in the form of office discipline referrals, and minor
referrals, which are coded at the administrators’ discretions. Administrators consistently
review the behavioral data from the dashboard, while the VTSS team sees the data on a
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less frequent basis, per the BoQ. Teachers are rarely provided with behavioral data, per
the coach’s interview.
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
Data on behavioral interventions across the tiers is limited because the school has
not mapped out their behavioral programs beyond the first tier (universal). The team has
mapped out limited academic interventions in the second tier, but no supports have been
identified for the third tier.
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
According to the coach’s interview, the team uses the Child Study Process as a
source to identify students in need of tiered supports. The administrators also use
discipline, particularly formal office discipline referrals, as a signal for the need of
interventions. However, the team has not developed a formal process for placing students
within the tiers nor does the team have the means to formally align students with
behavioral interventions. The coach stated that having a more standardized practice, for
tier placement and service alignment, across the school district would be beneficial.
Earlier this school year, the administration attempted to implement an alternative
education program. The program, which the coach reported had little planning and no
resources allocated for it, was created to pull twenty students from the general population
and provide those students with parallel curricula intended to be more engaging and
independent than their previous class assignments. Unfortunately, as detailed in the
interview, the program quickly encountered numerous issues, ranging from increased
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behavioral concerns to inconsistent staff coverage, and the students returned to their
previous schedules within the regular school setting and continued to demonstrate
behavioral and academic deficits.
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
There is no evidence that students have been formally placed into behavioral tiers,
aside from the universal first tier (core classroom instruction in a general education
setting). According to the coach’s interview, student progress is checked using reports
from SWIS and informal check-in meetings with the students that are used to gauge
behavior and emotional state on a given day, although the outcomes of these meetings are
not logged or recorded in a formal manner. The VTSS team has not been tracking the
success of behavioral interventions. The alternative education program was designed
without guiding implementation or student performance goals, so there is no means to
assess its implementation other than anecdotally. The team’s levels of implementation are
in Figure 18.
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Figure 18. Stanley Middle School’s evaluation rubric with score placements. Scores on
the rubric were established using the identified evaluation methods.
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School Implementation Report: Bowman Middle School
Data sources. Interview with team coach, transcript of interview, coded interview
in NVivo, BoQ for coach and team members, BoQ team summary report, and teamgenerated artifacts related to VTSS.
Research questions.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
Collection of evidence. Source material was obtained from an interview
conducted with the school’s VTSS coach. The school has two coaches; one coach was
interviewed for this report. This coach works in Bowman Middle School as a school
counselor. The other coach is the researcher. The interview was thematically coded. In
NVivo, codes are referred to as nodes. Figure 29 represents the total number of thematic
nodes that were generated from the analysis of the interview.
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Figure 19. High frequency node references from Bowman Middle School interview.
Included in the above figure are the most frequent nodes from the Bowman Middle
School Interview. Nodes are listed in hierarchical format, with the most frequent node
listed first. “Teache...dback” refers to Teacher Feedback.
Overarching themes from the interview include implementation error, data
collection, team collaboration and composition, resource mapping of tiered interventions,
and the need for standardization of processes between schools.
Additional nodes interpretation. In terms of implementation errors, the coach
shared her concerns about not having a more structured, formalized process for
transitioning students between the tiers and from interventions. The school’s team takes
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on individual roles regarding intervention assignment and monitoring, but there is no
cohesive method for completing this task as a unified team. According to the coach:
I would say we determine if they are working if the behavior is improving, or the
data shows it, or through informal feedback like if they are obviously more in
class or their grades are going up. It’s not, it’s not a well-defined, structured
process, that we don’t have an enter in or exit out plan for a lot of these people.
Students are often placed in interventions and remain in them until the end of the
semester or school year, whichever occurs first.
The Bowman VTSS team uses a variety of data sources to review student
behavioral progress. The team implemented the use of minor referral forms to provide the
teachers with an alternative to office discipline referrals, or major referrals. The team
uses SWIS to record both types of referrals. Additionally, the team uses alternative data
sources to identify problematic patterns of behavior throughout the school building. The
coach shared the following summary on her team’s data collection process:
So for our team, the data that we tend to pull for student behavioral data comes
from our Student Reflection Forms, which is like a minor report form. We also
look at overall major report forms, which come from office referrals. That is kind
of our behavioral data when we talk about interventions. We use that to determine
time of day, where’s our heaviest load. We look at it across grade level, across
content level in the building. We use that to determine areas of need and
interventions we can put in place, be it small group or whole group. Universally
or individually. We also look at numbers of office visits, counseling visits,
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nursing visits, attendance visits; I mean attendance data. We look at how being
out affects the overall behavior of the student body.
Throughout the interview, the coach reflected on the cohesiveness of the team and
the regularity of their meetings. These meetings include both sessions with team
members and the entire school faculty; the faculty sessions are in the form of schoolbased professional development. According to the coach:
So our team meets monthly, and we meet for about an hour each month. Then we
meet through professional development with our staff, though that’s not the whole
team. As the coaches present MTSS information to the staff, other team members
are involved as we meet with the different groups. That’s how they are involved
with that. We just meet as a core once a month. …Attendance is pretty consistent.
I would say we tend to have six to eight members each time and we meet from
August through June, late June. So we’ve always met monthly like that
throughout the year.
An area of growth for the Bowman VTSS team includes further developing their
resource map. The current school year marks the first time the team has committed their
resources into a map format, which includes tiered interventions for academics, behavior,
and attendance. The coach remarked that she would like to see resource mapping expand
and help guide the disciplinary process to inform administrators and teachers about
available and aligned interventions. Additionally, the coach shared that the team has more
available information on academic mapping compared to other domains.
We probably didn’t have a lot of written out in a place, in a visual, you know,
structured way. Obviously, a school can function with people being put in and out
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of interventions beforehand. If we are talking about academic interventions, we
have got a lot of criteria mapping that was in place, like SOL scores. If you are
talking behaviorally, that hasn’t been well defined. That’s an area we are working
on, and I think that our interventions, we have just used our data collection to help
drive the development of that minor report form as intervention. How does that
map? How does that look like relative to our major report, referral form? So, we
are talking about behavior, what qualifies as major? We have a lot of mapping to
show what qualifies as major and what interventions go along with those. We
haven’t really seen that flow chart of what goes in full place.
In a theme shared by the other participating schools, the coach shared her desired
to see more standardization of VTSS efforts between the middle schools. The coach
talked about the complexity of having the district-level expectation that schools develop
their own unique VTSS program, which has allowed schools to structure their programs
differently. However, having shared program implementation expectations was an aide
the coach remarked would be helpful for teams to have in place:
I think that a set expectation can be really, really, really useful for a school. That
it could build climate for students and staff; you know what it’s going to look like.
I think why we don’t have a lot of this pre-mapped already because we’ve been
told this is to be an individual case, an individual system. So obviously, the more
consistently we can have across the schools, the better. I think, though, that we
need to make sure that framework is available if we are going to standardize with
other teams that have other teams built within their school that we don’t have
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structures in our school, in that way. We structure it differently. If we are going to
standardize it, we need to make sure we have those teams in place.
BoQ. Questions that are highlighted indicate a scoring discrepancy between the
coach’s reported perceptions, the numerical score, and the team members’ averaged
scores, which are represented with ++/+/- symbols in Figure 20 and Figure 21. The
specific areas of discrepancies are addressed in Figure 22, “TEAM SUMMARY.”
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Figure 20. Bowman Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part One.
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Figure 21. Bowman Middle School Benchmark of Quality Scoring Form Part Two.
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Figure 22. Bowman Middle School Benchmark of Quality Team Summary.
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BoQ summary. Bowman Middle School has an implementation score of 75 (out
of 100) on the BoQ. The score is based on the coach’s rating on the ten critical elements
associated with effective tiered behavioral programming. Bowman VTSS team members
also completed the rating scale; discrepancies between scores are highlighted on the score
report. Overall, the coach and team members agreed upon 35 items, at a rate 66% for all
possible items, and disagreed on 18 items, at a rate of 34% for all possible items. It is
important to note that all discrepancies occurred with the coach rating elements lower
than the teammates in each occurrence. This is the opposite situation observed in the
Stanley score report, where the coach’s perceptions were consistently higher than
teammate perceptions.
Included in the final portion of the BoQ report are recommendations that address
the aforementioned discrepancies. According to the BOQ summary report, the Bowman
VTSS team should address the following critical elements: the discrepancy between
student and staff behavioral expectations, the lack of having consistent rewards system in
operation, implementation of program designed to acclimate new students and staff
members to the school’s VTSS efforts, the need to develop systems to support teacher
praise and feedback, and to expand the team’s evaluations to include specific
interventions and their levels of effectiveness.
The Bowman VTSS team also has elements, as identified in the BoQ, that are
worthy of recognition. The team reported high levels of faculty commitment to VTSS
efforts. They also have reported effective procedures surrounding both the meeting
processes and data collection efforts. The team also developed lesson plans for the faculty
to use when providing direct instruction on their VTSS matrix, S.O.A.R.
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Artifact review. Bowman Middle uses SWIS, School-wide Information Suite, to
collect and process behavioral data for both major referrals (office discipline referrals)
and minor referral (reflection forms). Data for the referrals are presented in dashboard
format. While there was no mention of VTSS or MTSS on Bowman’s website, there were
numerous mentions of the S.O.A.R. matrix, which also is included on the school’s profile
page.
The S.O.A.R. matrix was posted in the weekly principal’s newsletter to families
and faculties. The newsletter, The Flight Plan, also included weekly academic and
behavioral strategies, which relate to the universal supports provided in Tier 1.
Bowman’s administrative team included the S.O.A.R. matrix and related
behavioral expectations in the student handbook for the 2017-2018 school year. An
electronic copy of the handbook is available on the school’s website.
The Bowman VTSS team completed a resource map for all three tiers and
included interventions for academics, behavior, and attendance. Figure 23 is the cover
page of the team’s resource map. The interventions are group and color-coded into their
related tiers.
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Figure 23. Bowman Middle School’s VTSS resource map.
The Bowman VTSS team surveyed the faculty throughout the school year to
measure their perceptions on implementation and interventions. The school team
generated their reports using Qualtrics®. The survey was administered in January 2018.
Posted in Figure 24 is a sample of Bowman’s minor referral form, which was developed
to include the necessary demographic information needed for accurate SWIS uploading.
SWIS tracks behaviors with features such as time of day, location, and perceived
motivations, the form includes these domains as reporting categories.
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Figure 24. Bowman Middle School’s reflection form/minor referral form.
The Bowman VTSS team uses a more simplified meeting than their Stanley
colleagues. On the Bowman agenda, tasks have been grouped by type, and all tasks
require team member assignments. A sample agenda from January 2018 is included in
Figure 25.

95

Figure 25. Bowman Middle School’s monthly VTSS/MTSS team meeting agenda.
Summary of evaluation results.
1. To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards?
The Bowman VTSS team uses the SWIS program to track all major and minor
referrals. SWIS provides the team with a dashboard display of behavioral trends based on
location, time of day, type of behavior, and perceived motivations. The team then shares
this data with the faculty throughout the year, using the interfaces created by SWIS.
Dashboards are updated and presently monthly to the VTSS team, and the data are also
shared with the team’s assigned district-level coach.
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At this time, the Bowman VTSS team does not create student-specific
intervention goals for students receiving Tier 2 and 3 supports, aside from students
receiving special education services.
2. To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers?
As illustrated in the school’s resource map, the VTSS team has aligned academic,
behavioral, and attendance interventions for all three tiers of support. The Tier 2 supports
represent interventions that are provided to a significantly smaller portion of the school’s
population, and the school is aiming to expand its Tier 2 supports in the upcoming school
year. Similar to the CICO program at Floyd Middle School, Bowman’s team is hoping to
implement the same program with the goal of incorporating more staff members into
facilitation. Currently, three staff members at Bowman are using the program, per the
coach’s interview.
3. To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions?
Bowman staff members use a variety of data sources, from attendance records and
clinic visit counts to behavioral documentation and teacher input, to identify students
with behavioral and academic deficits. However, the school’s VTSS team does not utilize
a formal process to review student needs, aside from those concerns that arose from grade
level meetings or through the Child Study process. According to the coach, as students
are assigned to tiered interventions, they are done through a non-standardized process, in
which staff members could be potentially replicating interventions on the same student
without team member knowledge. During the interview, the coach shared how the team
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does not have finalized entrance and exit criteria for interventions; there is no
standardized process for assigning or removing students from interventions.
Bowman VTSS does not utilize a universal screening tool to obtain the
behavioral/ mental health profile of its student body. At this time, no school in the study
district is utilizing a universal screening tool.
4. To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral
interventions and assessed student behavioral progress?
The Bowman VTSS team looks at longitudinal student progress using disciplinary
updates from SWIS, attendance records, and academic progress. However, since
individual progress goals are not created for students entering Tier 2 or Tier 3, then the
team cannot accurately chart student progress. Additionally, the lack of exit criteria for
interventions represents another hurdle for the Bowman team; the school’s VTSS team
cannot accurately determine if interventions have been completed, particularly those
related to behavioral support, like Behavior Intervention Plans or CICO. Figure 26
represents the Bowman’s team overall implementation performance.
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Figure 26. Bowman Middle School’s evaluation rubric with score placements.
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Chapter Five
Recommendations and Summary
When comparing the results of the three focus schools, an unexpected degree of
programming differences emerged. Separated by no more than ten miles from one
another, the schools varied greatly in their interpretation and facilitation of VTSS despite
operating within the same school district, participating in the same training cohort, and
having access to similar resources. A cautionary example related to programming
differences might be a student receiving a certain behavioral intervention at one school,
like Check In Check Out, at the previous school but then not having access the same
intervention after transferring to a nearby school. If students and their families are not
stationary, then the existence and success of interventions and supports should not be
tethered to school location.
VTSS coaches from each of the three study schools expressed the desire to have
both more implementation guidance and standardization among their school-based
programs. While standardization may encroach upon the school’s individual
interpretation of VTSS, providing more universal supports and common intervention
models and methods would help bridge the equity gap evidenced in the comparative
results. Lack of standardization and procedural barriers often limit successful
implementation of tiered intervention program (Zhang et al., 2011).
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The following section details the implementation phases for each school as they
relate to the four research questions. In addition to denoting the implementation phases,
justifications are listed adjacent to the identified phases. The justifications are derived
from the program evaluation rubric (Appendix A).
Research Question One
To what degree has the VTSS team developed behavioral data dashboards? In
Table 3, the schools’ implementations levels related to research question one are
presented alongside the justifications from the program evaluation rubric. Two of the
three focus schools are in the initial implementation phase of developing behavioral
dashboards because their practices have not been expanded to support student goal
development. Recommendations based on these findings are outlined later in the chapter.
Table 3
Research Question One Results

Research Question Two
To what degree has the VTSS team built a continuum of behavioral supports
across the three intervention tiers? In Table 4, the schools’ implementations levels related
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to research question two are presented alongside the justifications from the program
evaluation rubric. Two of the three schools have developed Tier 1 and Tier 2 supports for
their students; these schools have not formally identified their Tier 3 support options.
Recommendations based on these findings are outlined later in the chapter.
Table 4
Research Question Two Results
School

Implementation Phase

Justification from Rubric

Floyd Middle School

Initial Implementation

Stanley Middle School

Initial Implementation

Bowman Middle School

Full Implementation

The VTSS team has created
two tiers of interventions.
Universal supports are
available for all students.
The VTSS team has created
two tiers of interventions.
Universal supports are
available for all students.
The VTSS team has created
interventions for the three
tiers. Students have been
assigned to all three tiers
and receive services.

Research Question Three
To what degree has the VTSS team developed their ability to identify student
behavioral deficits and assign appropriate interventions? In Table 5, the schools’
implementations levels related to research question three are presented alongside the
justifications from the program evaluation rubric. For this question, all of the focus
schools score in the “Initial Implementation” phase due to their lack of using universal
screeners with their students. However, the teams are using multiple sources of data to
identify students in need of additional behavioral interventions and supports.
Recommendations based on these findings are outlined later in the chapter.
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Table 5
Research Question Three Results
School
Floyd Middle School

Implementation Phase
Initial Implementation

Stanley Middle School

Initial Implementation

Bowman Middle School

Initial Implementation

Justification from Rubric
The VTSS team uses
multiple sources of
behavioral data to identify
and support deficits. A
universal screener is not
currently used.
The VTSS team uses
multiple sources of
behavioral data to identify
and support deficits. A
universal screener is not
currently used.
The VTSS team uses
multiple sources of
behavioral data to identify
and support deficits. A
universal screener is not
currently used.

Research Question Four
To what degree has the VTSS team tracked implemented behavioral interventions
and assessed student behavioral progress? In Table 6, the schools’ implementations levels
related to research question four are presented alongside the justifications from the
program evaluation rubric. One of the focus schools was identified to be in the
“Exploration” phase because there was no evidence of the VTSS team formally
identifying students into the specific support tiers. Recommendations based on these
findings are outlined later in the chapter.
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Table 6
Research Question Four Results
School
Floyd Middle School

Implementation Phase
Installation

Stanley Middle School

Exploration

Bowman Middle School

Installation

Justification from Rubric
The VTSS team has
assigned students to
behavioral interventions,
but the team is not tracking
following the assignment
phase.
No evidence that the VTSS
team has assigned students
to specific tiered behavioral
interventions or aligned
behavioral interventions.
The VTSS team has
assigned students to
behavioral interventions,
but the team is not tracking
following the assignment
phase.

Recommendations for Floyd Middle School.
Based on the collected data and artifacts, the Floyd VTSS team would benefit
from building upon their strengths and developing additional resources (Table 7). First,
the team could develop a series of surveys to use with their stakeholders: students, staff
members, and families. These surveys should be administered throughout the school year
to garner the perceptions and feedback from the individuals directly benefitting from the
team’s efforts. The team should also expand its membership to include family and student
representation, for at least portions of their monthly meetings.
The Floyd VTSS team also would benefit from the development of a resource
map that sorts interventions into the appropriate tiers and explains the specific entrance
and exit criteria for each intervention. Ideally, resource mapping could be shared between
the participating schools to help create commonalities between programs. This degree of
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standardization would benefit both the students who frequently move between the
schools and the staff members who work itinerantly between the buildings. Consistency
in programming and expectations would help to strengthen VTSS activities in all three
locations.
The Floyd VTSS team also has several strengths upon which both the school and
the district can benefit. Floyd has the most developed CICO behavioral intervention
program, based on the coaches’ perspectives. Floyd leaders could meet with the Stanley
and Bowman teams to assist in their installation and facilitation of the intervention.
Additionally, district leadership could provide universal guidelines for entering and
exiting the intervention, so students who transition between the schools would be familiar
with the format.
The Floyd VTSS team should also remain committed to incorporating teacher and
staff feedback. During the coach’s interview, the team’s dedication to accepting and
applying feedback became evident through the explanation of their practices. The team
could develop more formal channels for collecting the feedback and tracking its use; the
team could also report back to the teachers and staff and explain their use of feedback as
a guiding tool in their actions. Ultimately, these actions would serve to further build buyin and commitment within the Floyd community.
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Table 7
Recommendations for Floyd Middle School
Building Upon Strengths

Resources to Develop

Surveying stakeholders (staff, students, and Create a resource map for all tiered
families) throughout the year
interventions (start with academic and
behavioral)
Continue to expand the CICO program and
increase student participation; assist other
schools with CICO implementation

Standardize VTSS procedures for the
benefit of iterant faculty and transient
student population

Recommendations for Stanley Middle School
Based on the collected data and artifacts, the Stanley VTSS team would benefit
from addressing deficits related to its processes (Table 8). In terms of systems, the team
faces significant work to create consistent processes related to accurately identifying
students with behavioral needs, placing them into appropriately aligned tiered
interventions, and then tracking student progress within each intervention.
The Stanley VTSS team would benefit from developing systems for both student
and staff member recognitions, a noted deficit in the BoQ. Staff team members want to
be included more in the planning process of rewards and recognitions. The Stanley VTSS
team also needs to engage in more reflective and evaluative activities, to review the
outcomes of their efforts. The BoQ can be administered throughout the school year as a
means of measuring coach and team member cohesion.
To build upon their strength in creative programming, the Stanley VTSS team
could expand its use of alternative-format professional development. During the
interview, the Stanley coach shared that the administrative team was considering the
option offering optional professional development to teachers over the summer during
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off-contract time. Instead of paying teachers for attending the professional development
sessions, the teachers could earn banked time to use later in the school year. For example,
if mandatory VTSS training is scheduled once the school year formally starts, those
teachers who attended the optional summer training would be exempt from attending.
They would be allowed to use that time at their discretion. Another example of the
creative programming employed by the Stanley team was the development of their shortlived alternative education program that was designed to address their students with Tier
3 behavioral concerns. A program of this nature, one requiring substantial planning and
support, would best be developed with district leadership.
One consideration for the team is revising the in-school suspension (ISS) program
with elements of their alternative education experiment. If ISS was not working as an
effective intervention, then elements of both programs could be combined. During the
interview, the Stanley coach lamented that there were not enough behavioral
interventions that matched the severity of needs demonstrated by a small portion of the
school’s student population; taking time to revise and revamp the aforementioned efforts
could ultimately help the school provide more equitable behavioral interventions.
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Table 8
Recommendations for Stanley Middle School
Leadership Development

Process Development

Continue to participate in reflective team
exercises; focusing on coach to team
member communication to address
misperceptions

Create recognition system for both staff
and students; include staff members in the
planning of student-focused portion

Consider revising ISS program to counter
previous alternative education efforts

Develop annual meeting schedule at the
start of the school year to avoid potential
scheduling conflicts

Recommendations for Bowman Middle School
Based on the collected data and artifacts, the Bowman VTSS team would benefit
from addressing deficits related to servicing students within Tier 2, through targeted,
small group support, and Tier 3, though individualized student support (Table 9). The
team should develop specific entrance and exit criteria for interventions by establishing
when an intervention should be utilized and when the intervention has been successfully
completed. The team currently has the means to track these outcomes, so devoting a
portion of their monthly meetings to creating these criteria could occur in the months
leading up to the next school year.
The Bowman VTSS team can also explore the use of a universal screening tool to
better capture the behavioral and mental health profiles of all students. Ideally, adopting
an instrument of this nature should be done in collaboration with district-level leadership
and could represent the first step in a more standardized approach to VTSS between the
schools.
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In terms of building upon pre-existing strengths, the Bowman VTSS team can use
its operating practices to expand data collection practices and develop more specialized
team member roles. According to the coach’s interview, only two team members
currently collect and share the data with the faculty. The Bowman team could build the
capacity of its VTSS team members to allow for teacher team member to help collect and
share both behavioral and academic data with colleagues. Additionally, the Bowman
VTSS team could also develop a Tier 2 team with the sole responsibility of monitoring
intervention effectiveness and targeted student progress within their CICO program to aid
in its formalization. This strategy would be a viable option for the Bowman VTSS team
given the stability and predictability of its Tier 1 functions.
Table 9
Recommendations for Bowman Middle School
Programming Development

Team Development

Expand behavioral intervention offerings in Build team members’ capacities in data
tiers II and III; formalize CICO program
collection and data entry
Consider adopting universal screening tool
for behavioral needs

Build team members’ capacities in schoolwide VTSS professional development

District Recommendations
To best support the focus that schools need for standardized procedures and
forms, district-level leadership should help shape the context of VTSS for the district.
Flannery et al. (2014) wrote that, “successful implementation of any innovation requires
attention to the context where it is being implemented” (p. 112). District leaders can
control the contextual elements of VTSS implementation to include standardization of
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resources, available interventions, eligibility criteria for the interventions, and the means
of monitoring progress within the interventions.
District leadership is also charged with shaping the vision and context of the
VTSS program (Freeman et al., 2015). The desired vision must be effectively
communicated to all the schools within the district, and a means to ensure the schools are
working to support the vision would be through implementation and performance
feedback. District-level coaches have been assigned to the focus schools. However, the
degrees to which district-level coaches participate in the school’s VTSS efforts vary,
according to the interviews with school-level coaches. District-level coaches could be
given a systematic method for providing ongoing feedback throughout the year, and
developing a feedback system will ultimately help strengthen the overall adoption of
VTSS within the school communities (Freeman et al., 2015).
Each of the focus schools was identified as having deficits related to universal
screening procedures and assessments for behavioral needs. Whereas the schools are
equipped with shared academic assessment and monitoring tools, the teams used
different, non-standardized, subjective means of determining behavioral needs. District
leadership could develop standardized minor referral and major referral (office discipline
referral) forms that are aligned with the demographic data points included in SWIS.
Revised forms would capture the behavioral trends in the schools more effectively. With
particular attention paid to perceived motivations and outcomes, district leadership would
be better equipped to compare inter-team and inter-intervention effectiveness.
Additionally, district leadership should focus VTSS efforts around the emerging
focus of trauma-informed practices from the RIC, Research and Implementation Center.
Trauma-informed practices can be integrated into both tiers and help address disciplinary
discrepancies and exclusionary practices by helping teachers and administrators better
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understand the function of behaviors. Ultimately, VTSS success requires the on-going
support and feedback from district leaders; commitment on the district level supports
commitment on the school level (Bradshaw & Pas, 2011; Green, 2009).
Recommendations for Further Research
To continue with the research begun through this project, the researcher
recommends continuing to examine VTSS implementation by turning the focus to
include stakeholders. For example, the students’ perspectives on VTSS implementation is
an overlooked area of evaluation. Students would be able to directly speak and report on
their participation in the VTSS system, from their thoughts on the available interventions
to attitudinal perceptions related to the program. Obtaining personal narratives from the
students, and other stakeholders like parents and district-level leaders, could help to better
assess the level of implementation the programs have achieved at their respective
locations (Stormont & Reinke, 2012).
Conducting a teachers-only focus group could also provide potentially insightful
implementation data, particularly if participant perspective data are being sought.
Teachers could further shed light on potential connections between VTSS
implementation and efficacy. Are teachers more willing to support VTSS if they believe
in the value of providing tiered interventions to students? Do teachers see benefits of
VTSS within their schools as it relations to overall climate and positive student
relationships? Do teachers feel adequately supported by their school-based coaches when
implementing VTSS strategies? Teachers are critical factors in determining VTSS
success; their daily use of the strategies is an indicator of implementation success
(Landers et al., 2012). Furthermore, teachers need to maintain positive relationships with
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their school-based coaches for the program to have continued success (Stormont &
Reinke, 2012).
The second research recommendation is to limit the scope of the program
evaluation to a single school and collect implementation data throughout a given school
year. For example, instead of employing the BoQ as a stand-alone assessment, the
researcher recommends to use the BoQ as a pre, mid, and post assessment of team and
coach alignment during the upcoming school year. The notion that team members and
coaches could substantially defer in implementation perception raises multiple questions,
and in turn, new starting points for further exploration. Is the disconnection in perception
related to internal communication or differences in program knowledge? More frequent
BoQ assessments would better guide goal setting for the team, especially since the aim of
the team is to promote cohesive, aligned, and collaborative interventions for students.
District leadership should also have access to the BoQ assessments. These results would
be beneficial for the district-level coaches to use when formulating specific feedback for
the teams.
The third research recommendation is to explore potential links between VTSS
implementation to the disciplinary outcomes for participating students and organizations.
The results of the BoQ could be compared to disciplinary data during the same
assessment intervals. Reviewing disciplinary data would provide teams additional
opportunities to explore the degrees of programming implementation by comparing
intervention implementations to changes in reported discipline.
VTSS should minimalize or remove the exclusionary barriers that exist from
classroom to classroom when teachers adopt different behavioral norms and standards
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(Banks & Obiakor, 2015), and that level of subjectivity that may contribute to
disproportionate disciplinary outcomes for students. Once the school’s classrooms are
operating under more aligned and consistent VTSS programming, disciplinary outcomes
should be positively impacted.
Summary
VTSS teams function like the students they serve; they thrive in environments
committed to collaboration and collective visions. Examining the disconnection between
team members’ and coaches’ implementation perceptions provides important evidence
for both school leaders and district leaders to consider when planning for future programs
and initiatives. Exploring the differences in implementation between school locations will
help the school-based teams tackle issues related to programming equity and accessibility
within their localities. Allowing coaches more opportunities to reflect and share their
perspectives on their teams’ strengths and weaknesses affords researchers and leaders
alike the opportunity to hear genuine, daily perceptions of VTSS implementation, and
reflect on thoughts that are not filtered through rating scales or multiple choice options.
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